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and the findipgs and recommendations of the UW system President, John.
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The Honorable Governor Patrick J. Lugey : ‘
g The Honorable Fred Risser, Senate President Pro Tem . : T~ ;

The Honorable Norman Anderson,, Speaker of the Assembly -
' } . .. . -

Y ~

Gentlemen: . - o - X
o \ -In response to the request contained in the Governor's letter i
. f to me dated January 8, 1975, a-copy of which appears as Exhibit
) #1 in the Appendix of the attached Report, I am submitting this
report and resolution on behalf of the Board of Regents of the

g - University qf Wisconsin System:

L4

Resolution: That, ‘upon recommendation of the President
of the System, the Board of Regents approves the
vpresident's Reporf to the Board of Regents in response . ,
' to the Governor's Request on Reducing the Scope of the
‘ University of Wisconsin System:“ dated April 18, 1975,
, : as its :formal submission to tlie Governor, and the ]
“ . Legislature ang directs the President of»the:Bpard ko
transmit it,accordingly. . -

_ The Board,calls your atteation to the Statement by T
President Weaver which preceded his introductiorr of the Report
for Board consideration.’ o o
) v I would also call attention to the fact that a decision
. to close down a particular campus Wwill gg£~§qoduge major dollar Y
+ savings for use elsewhere in the System unless that decision

operates to release us from -the respongibility of accommodating’
" the students and .faculty involved at locations elsewhere in “the

System, , : i ' S
| | - o !

N o : Given the importance of the subjeci matter and at the - . ) T

directions of Speaker Anderson and Senate President Pro Tem o . .

Risser, I am having.a copy of the Report and the President's » X
Statement distributed to each member of the Legislature.
. : " ) ‘ ‘

.

’

Attachments

-~

?

cc: Membe;s of the Board of Regents - Président : . ‘ .
President Weaver P ’ _ : - ‘ '
Board Secretary Joseph Holt ﬁ{; o ’ .
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The Report beglnnlng at page xviii was.
approved unanlmously Apr11 18 1975 by the
’ ) : Board of Regents of the UnlvefSLty of WLsconSLn
' System. " The Report thus constltutes the off1c1a1
' . response to a request tendered by the Goverhor'
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STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT JOHN C. WEAVER, IN PRESENTING g
HIS REPORT TO THE BOARD OF REGENTS IN RESPONSE TO o .
. THE GOVERNOR'S REQUEST ON REDUCING:THE SCOPE OF THE . - "
. UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM - .
[ - oA . ' - . ) g-&
: . - v ‘\RE‘
5 e _ Clarke Smgg; Rooi, Van Hise Hall ° _ . A LT
) - .. Madison, Wisconsin g . B -
9:00 a.m., Friday, April 18, 1975 : : e
. : \ ) L ' . ) ' ‘ . . ’,
| On October 8, 1971, in my concluding remacks to one of the former Boards o
of Regedts, I observed that we stood at "the sﬁzmit of an institutional divide --
a divide formed by the conclusion;of one era, the anticipation of sanother."
I noted at that F}Tef:that’ "Your University has never before feared changé;-
it need not fear 4t now. Indeed, if it is to attain its rightful destiny *
-- 1f it is, in .fact, to validate its greatness-- it must always be ready to .
meet the demands of change with well—c0n%3déred change."” .
Just, a bit over three yéars old, this Systéh of Unf&ersifies has made.,
significant movks in the direction of change, and it has done so while coping * -
with unprecedented problems and demands. Some feel we .have moved too fast;
others, that we have been too slow. . Importantly, I hope we have always heen = °
well focused on our most basic responsibility, that of assuring that the quality
and strength .essential to universities worthy of the name have been protected \ o

and retained. C .
Proposals for .major change often arise out of some immédiate dilemma or
problem. The issue now before us,” as to whether the State, of Wisconsin wishes,

or is able, to oontinue its present level of public university commitments

and to pledge ongoing support for higher educational opportunity and the. O
advancement of knowledge emerges ih just this fashion. There is an ever-present
danger of loss of perspective in attempting to deal with a question of this
magnitude on short noEice, and in an environment where current ecaonomic

distress can unduly and unwisely influence decisions concerning the longer-range
public interest.. ) - " '

-

; The repoft which I wresent to you this mofning reflects our staff effort

to spéak truthfully, sensitively, responsibly and responsively to the difficult
' assignment you gavesus. It is offered as a contributién toward informed public
judgment. We do not attempt to hide our belief in the priceless cause of .

public higher ' education, nor do we avoid our responsibility to answer the
concerps that have been laid before us.

Yoy have our report, findings 4dnd recommendations regarding the Governor's
request for specific plans that might be'utilized in reducing the scope of the
University of Wisconsin System over the decade .ahead. I respectfully recommend
the trandmission of this report to the Governor and the State Legislature. 4 ;
It s, T belfeve, fully responsive to the initial request as well as to the ‘
subsequeht companion request from the President of this Board. Hopefully it
will provide solid foundation for rational pub¥ic consideration and deBate.

[t seeks to provide our elected representatives -- the persons ultimately
responsible for the final decision in such fundamental public policy latters *
--with a clear.statement of the policies.nriorit{es and conseanences nherent

M ~

+ -




. Board’ of Regents“for'a-sfatement of, our current planning assugptions,ﬁptocedures -

" " The Réporc I bring you is divided into three major parts, preceded by &
Summary -and Prologye: \ . i

k]
--
et

. ¢ . [ . b 4
- Part Qne discusses the impl;cations of enrollment forecasts, educationall
' opportunity, campus sizes and missions, .program offerings and evolving societal

needs,,ij/;ilatiqn»to quality-and cost, thus. providing the matrix fér any long-
lan . o . ) a _ ’

)

"rahge p ng effort; M

‘o

- Part Two'qgeks tb'Spéak directly to the rgquest of the ffesidenc ofuthe ]

v A ~

and “directions;:

Part Three responds directly.to the Governor's directive, in presenting-
criteria, procedures and legislative language by which the Statg could, if it
deems such action to be:infth% public interest, take immediate steps to initiate
a reductiop in the scope and size-of the University System, .

. _ . .

This Report is not advanced aé an "either/or" matter; nqne of the
participants in the public poliecy”arena can pretend to fina -knowledge. The
Report ig, in-truth, an "{f/then" exposition, aimed at serwing the needs of
informed judgment. Even our listing of a d@gisicn agenda for state government
at the end of the Report provides options, ‘and not just the,choice between ”
change and np changé. . ’ . e ' '’

' _‘t emerges in the relationships petween Parts Two and Three is in. the
"ynature of a dilemma. «On the one hand, we have a commitment -to 4erve Wisconsin
citizeds who seek and can profit from Higher educational opportunity. The
nmeers.of these citizens will steadily {ncrease, at least through the next six
years, and.most.likely will continue to increase, evern if ,at a slower rate in
the foreseeable’ years which follow. , o .
On qﬁé other hand, we cannot serve effectively a constantly growing demand
tfor otr services on the basis of 'static or declining real dollar resources;
even_though that is precisely the situatlon we now face. '

*
¥ - -

In. the Prologue to my—pebort I outline the dimensions of our current

,budgetary travail in summary detail, and then note the magnitude of our

potential difficulties when viewed against the even grimmer, long-range budgetary
59sumpcions. It is important to grasp the .implications of. an expectation that

we meet-the bulk of our program heeds over the next decade exclusively through
internal surgery. It is worth noting that just go replace the nineteen million
dollars in. fund¥ng, eroded from qur supply budgets by inflation in this »
biennium, would, on. this basis, require the complete elimination of two of our
smaller four-year universities or the entire fourteen campus Center System.

So drastic a move as this would only allow us to stay even with our 1972-73
put%&ﬁSt“g capability. ’ It assumes, unrealistically, and lnclqentally, that the

P

studenes and faculty of those campuses would no longer be a System responsibility.

 The immediate puBlic policy issue becomes clear. I[f we_grc to"fulfill
our missions as historically defined, we need to be certain the staté still
supports those missions, and supports-them with the full realization that

_ they cgpnot be ful¥ilded on the basis of static or declining resources. If we

are to ‘plan for long term fiscal austerity and retrenchment, this needs to be
directed with the complete understanding that this will require a most basic
change intirection for the gtate of.Wisconsin -- a deliberate’decision to
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v . . R
constrain, for fiscal reasons, thé levels of access to educational oppoutunicx‘
that have historically been provided. We also need some indication of how minor .
‘or major such constraints as may be envisioned are to be. L : .. )

+ I obviously am not neutral on the issue posed by this request, nor am I
oblivious to the current fiscal dilemma &f this.State. I happen to believe that
this Board's present course of action, and the -state's traditional commitment
to public higher educatidn, should be sustained.” If we face hard t}mes~now~'
and then, we will seek to limit'our-réﬁuesté to only. those things we consider
to be the irreducible minimim. Economic history is not simply a story of -
unrelenting downtyrns. However, I am persuaded that thiy state will recover
from its momeritary distress. I am convinced that advanced public education for
our citizens is an essential ingredient in that recovery, as in long term
gconomic groWth and social improvement.. o

Let me now state, as imply :as I know how, what I see to be the heart --
the true essence -- .of this document. In attempting this, I am fully mindful
of the fact that we are dealing with an enormously complex set of issues.' Many
things, good and bad, have been said about universities, but no one has ever
claimed that they are easy institutions to understand, nor that they work
with simple problems. In addressing ourselves ‘professionally to the sensitive
and tightly interwoven fabric of problems in 1ong-rai;I planning for this
System, we have mnecessarily pursued a variety of iAtRitately involved topics,
all of which affect our judgments and recommendations: ' ' .
Nevertheless, and: at the cost of sbme oversimplification, let me set
forth succtnctly what I believe this Report says to"the people 'of Wisconsin.:.
" Let me do this by first stating what it does not say. In turn I will try my -
hand at delineating what it does say. . :/;” . oo <

t
£l

The Report does not say that, the University of Wisconsin System, and its
array of institutions, 1s ‘ow perfectly attuned to the task of providing the
best posgible higher educational service to the State of Wisconsin. .Changes
have been made in ‘the last three years, [Planning aimed at change and gdapta
is continuing. Like all dynamic institutions, we can improve, and we urgently
seek “improvement. - . . . L

The Report does not, as some have urged would be useful, ignore 125 ‘years
of history and speculate on how one would redraw the higher education map of -
Wisconsin if he were free to start de novo. The history of out institutions --
the youngest as well as the oldest .—- 1is closely intertwined with the histories !
of communities,.regions, the state, the people who serve in those institutions,
and the people they 'serve. We could no more abandon. this .hisgory than we could
abandon the accidents of our state bounda*ies,vthe cultural and ethnic
backgrounds of our citizens, or the'plhées where our people concentrate
themselves to Iive and work. We have no way of assuming the' advantage of - f/
hindsight for a return to a new and sudden moment of {mproved creation. Instead
we must keep asking constantly how we can best us¥ now, and for tomorrow,
the resources of people, libraries,  and laboratories.we now hdve. This is the
planning goal of the University System. This is a goal that seeks foresight; -
not hindsight -- a foresight te carry us toward the 21st Century with a wisdom
-derived frosr a careful reading of history. : »

¢




////' . The Report does not say that we have reached the highest level of
" effectiveness possible in bringing educational services of quality to the _
people of Wisconsin. We have steadilylgoughtfto‘bécome more effective. We
would gladly invite comparison-of our record for "proddctivity", efficiency
and effectiveness with thefecord of any “university, or system of universities,
* {n the nacion.//Ln/sﬁfEe of this, we continue to seek and to achieve improvements.

_ The Report does not say that the choice is between the System as it now
, //exféts in all its detalls and a System which has been directed to reduce its
.~ scope. Our own planning assumptions and procedures, outlined in the Report,
anticipate-and call for change. They envision the possibility of.alternation,
phase down, or even phase out of institutions at.any point in,time when enrollment
.and resource forecasts make suclr moves desirable or necessary. . J

-

The Report does not say that the choic2 is between unlimited growth in tax )
. resources for the University System, and long-term fiscal austerity. We are
accutely conseious of the fiscal problems that face our State government, and -
of the fact that unlimited access to new resources is not a realistic possibility
for any public institution. Thoughtful people will differ as. to the priority to
be assigned to higher education among the many claimants for public dollars;
they will, indeed, even differ regarding the extent to which govérnmen® can -fully
QE:Eport maximum access to educational opportunity. Notwithstanding these things, °
thére still is clearly a choice =- a choice between those who would join me in
-gsaving that strong education has built Wisconsin's very foundations” -- that
. quality education is, ‘indeed, still its greatest strength and asset, both for
Y ’ today and temorrow, and that weé have afstate's future at stake in keeping the
_opportunity for it openm and fully available; and there are those who would say
that such a goal is no longer realistically possible. It is that crucijl choice
that now hangs in the balance of public decision, and that lies at the vertex of
this Report. v ‘ ' T o :
. - ~ : A
What the Report does say is that if there is a public finding by the
Legislature that resources for additional students and continued progress will
* hot be, or cannot be, ,or should not be, forthcoming in the next decade,’ then it
. s clear.that~the size of the System muyst be reduced, and an unequivocal v
- , Legislatdive directive must be given to the System to take such action. Obviously,
) _such a finding, and such a directive,. would represent a most fateful public policy
- " ' cholce for the State of Wisconsipn. A ' : ’

~

~-

"It 4s ahaalmogc desperately fa;eful choice, because.of a'few irrefutable facts:

First, unless artifical constraint is applied, ‘enrollments in the System

! will continue to grow for at, K least three more biennia. “After that the possibilites
. are several:' growth may continue, or level out, eor decline. But no one can.

judge now what will occur six, ten; or fifteen years from today, unless

restralning decisions are made now that will operate to limit access to our

. Unfversity System. . ~ - . :

)
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Second, the University of Wisconsin System cannot =- I repeat, cannot —-

-provide education of quality for more students without appropriate, compensating
increases in resources. Our services are provided by people, for people. We
should give fair warning, and we must continue to warn, that we e cannot go on
reducing faculty'and staff, as well as support for instructional materials and
equipment, and simultaneously undertake the teaching of ever—increasing numbers
of students, To attempt such, is an inescapable proscription for irreversible

-

; mediacrity. I find it'hard to believe that anyone would find this an acceptable

.

alternative, CoL . -

Third, it follows clearly that if our fiscal future includes no enlargment
of our present resources, beyond provisions for salary and price increases,
then wé cannot = I repeat cannot =-- provide. educational opportunity for all of
the Wisconsin citizens who woulﬁ, if .permitted, seek such services. )

The matter can be stated simply._ A vast array of Task Force data, ’
thoughtfully prepared and painstakingly analyzed, reveals this truth: A
direction given now to reduce significantly the scope of the University of
Wisconsin System over the next decade, is also a directive to reduce access to
educational opportunity for some part of our;people. No other consequence can
lead from the established facts. : :

In concluding my comments, let'ﬁe ask your indulgence to step back for a
few minutes from the trials of the moment in order that we may remind ourselves
,of those things the universities of Wisconsin have meant,and might ‘continue to -
mean for our people. Decisions of great importance should not be taken Jithout
some sense of history, and in the Prologue of my Report.I Speak briefly’to
such mattersf

¥

We should remind ourselves at this time that for well over a century, the
people of Wisconsin have held certain propositions to be self-evident:

)
*

(1) That Wisconsin's citizens .should have ready access to higher educational
opportunity of quality and of relevance to their purposes, interests and abilities.
14
.. (2). That personal and societal reed for knowledge constantly increases as
a direct function of the complexity of society and the mounting aspirations of
our citizens. ‘ . . ) _ B .
Our unwavering confidence has been that public university education is a
public good, and that the publfc investment in such endeavors is repaid to
soclety many fold, and in countless ways:

-- The inVestment is repaid throygh the lives and taxes of citizens who
realize more fully their potential for making wise personal and civic
decisions, and who develop the skil!s needed for productive lives and
carects. . . , .

» ' ' .

~- The investment 1s repaid through the functioning of communities of
scholars which bring the power of vibrant, useful knowledge to bear
on the problems of peoplie and their institutfons. N

-- The investment is repaid further through the impact of knowledge on-:
the intellectual, cultural and economic vitality of society in general.

"4 - - '
_ - ’ C s . ., ; .
Q , . ) vi . :

. =10 :




-- The investment is an expression/of the fact that what a society
honors and values best describes its goals. Wisconsin has honored
the search for and transmission of knowledge and, in so doing,/ has’
established a quality of life that even in the face of sacrifice,
its citizens have been unwilling to do without. :
. These beliefs and their consequences are both present fact and matters. of
history, The issue now before the Stdate of Wisconsin is whether it wishes,
or is able, to continue its adherence to these beliefs. - '

»

I-must now rest my case with you. In turn, you must, without delay,

~place our case before the people of Wisconsin. You and I, and others, who

live day by day with the destiny of our public universities, have a deep and
abiding concern for their health -- for their ability to retain their
longstanding traditions of intellectual pioneering for the public good. The

‘people of Wisconsin have had great faith in public higher education. Above

everything, I would covet the hope that through the difficult days of decision
that lie immediately ahead, the citizens of Wisconsin -will sustain that faith.

L \]
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' SUMMARY OF THE P}z‘smmr'S‘ REPORT TO THE BOARD OF REGENT . E
: v o ~ / in response to the = :
! GOVERNOR'S REQUEST ON REDUCING THE SCOPE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM '
] & .

[} * - [ < N [}
1 ’ John C. Weaver E
' System President ! '
[ e EL L Dbt de it ‘-_'- --------------------------- e eaccecaeaooooooo® o
™~ *(The full Report follows. the yellow pages)

Bﬁckground - -

‘On Janugry 8, 1975, Governor Patrick J. Lucey requested the Board of Regents
of the University of Wisconsin System to "bring to him and the Legislature" by -
mid-April "a plan for phasing out, phasing down, or consolidating institutions
and programs, including a statement of language ‘to be inserted into the 1975-77

.biennial budget which would authorize implementation of the plan." ‘The Governor
was motivated to request such a plan by his conclusions regarding fiscal con-
straints and enrcllment .trends over the next decade.

' Regent President Frank J. Pelisek asked Systeh President John hgaver.CO
conduct the necessary studies and to prepare a report with recommendations for
Board consideration at a special April meeting. The document following this:
‘yellow Summary' constitutes that report. : ) . ~

- ’

The President's report derives from extensive research completed on short
notice by a System Advisory.Planning Task Force and from subsequent analyses -
by the central staff of the University of Wisconsin System.

This Summary identifies the Governor's basic fiscal and enrollment agsumptions
and the findings and recommendations of the System President. It concludes with
"a "Decision Agenda for State ‘Government" and réferences to suggested statutory
language. ’ E

\ T ’;, -
1. ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE GOVERNOR'S REQUEST .

.Based on the content of his January 8 letter as amplified in subsequent
staff convegsations; the following assumptions can be identified as initiating
the Governor's :conclugsion that the public interest of the State of Wisconsin
will best be served if the present scope of the University System is reduced e
‘over the next decade.

a. In his judgment, the state's financial resources in the next

decade will not be sufficient to sustain the present quality
* and scope of the System since the most the System can expect
in additional state resources dJring that per}&d would cover
. salary adjustments and inflationary price increases only.
5 _ (The Governor's 1975-77 budget proposal falls short of even
_that goal.)

o~ .-

6. The enrollments anticipated in the next decade and beyond will
not justify continuance of the present array of ‘programs and
ingtitutions.

! «

“c. Resources required beyond the_ levels stipulated in l.a. which
will be needed over the next decade to Ssustain quality, meet s
workload increases and support néeded program'changes must come
.  primarily from retrenchment of base programs and institutions.
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. In light of fiscal and enrollment uncertainties, the Governor -has asked
E \ the System to, indicate and, tf’fged be,, iq;ensify its current planning efforts
-aimed at accommodating a range /0f future pgssibilities including.the very grim
prospects in ‘the above’ agsumptions. Part Three of the Report outlines the
criteria, procedures and statutory charge needed to implement a System res-
ponse given those assumptions. Sy

e The Presideut of ‘the Board of Regents asked that the Report ta the Bohrd
‘ include a full e lanation of those current planning efforts along side the
. intensification rejuired by the Governdr 8 assumptions. Part Two of the:

. Report ‘responds to this request. It makes clear that even 'the present plans
the System/do not envision preservation of the astatus quo. . Indeed, the
Repo ds the System.an opportunity to reflect in a single document
just how significant its efforts and intentions are in this area.

.§~ : - Section—Z of this Summary (below) sets forth specific findings and
A . recommendations derived from the Report and the study that preceded ic.
Section 3 provides a "decision agenda for Wisconsin state goverriment."

2. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT -

4

. Finding #1: Future Enrollments
\ v
Based on data developed by~ the\System Advisory Planning Task :Force and
subsequent analyses By Central Staff, thé\folioying can be said about
enrollments: . T~ . \
- ' \\ - .
a. Unless artificial 1imits are placed on enrollments; or additional
economic barriers to enrollments are imposed, enrollments in the
UW System will increase for the next five years and remain above
.present levels until 1983. : T

©
<

“ b. No one can now predict that enrollments will decline after 1983.
'~ Projections based on 18-year-old population show a decline between
i 1983 and 1992 (when an increase in 18 year olds is again predicted),
JR but projections based on the proportion of each age group from
‘ ~ age 18 to age 64 now enrolled show that in 1990 enrollments would be"
' 5,000 above present levels. If the proportion of older students
N continues to increase (and it is now increasing), the System will
have 20,000.more studsnte in 1990 than at present. 1f personak,
social or economic motivations for higher education degline sharply,
A decreases could be sharp after 1983. Unless Wisconsin's commitment
; ’ to higher educational opportunity is to be reduced as a matter of
public policy, the etate and UW System should plan for alternatzve
possibilities after 1983 and not assume a decline.

The fact that there may not be a decline in System enrollments in
the' next 15 years does not alter the fact that there may be declines
‘ . in particular units of the System. The Regents should continue to
Htﬂi i ’ guide'enrollments to assure best utilization of budget, program

i. - and f.cility capacities in the System.

ix
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Finding #2: Impact of Budgetary Assumptions.

f/:zpﬁmpcions 1.a and l.c regarding addicionar resource expectations.

suggest that State support for the UW System's operating budget for the
" next few biennia will, in real program dollars, be limited to present -
1974-75 levels or below. C ~

. h

~ Aside from the public policy question posed by these assumptions,
it is important to grasp their implication for .the System. If this R 4
reduce-scope—to-fund—cosc-increases policy were in effect beginhing in
1975-77 and the System had to pHase-down or phase-out {nstitutions to-
redeploy base funds to cover the ioss of purchasing power experienced -
{n .1973-75, it would take the entire state-funded budgets of fourteen
Center campuses or two four-year universities just to stay even! ¢And!{
this only if students and faculties of those camipuses ceased fo be a Sy%cem
responsibility.) , . . . i

. -

' Further, if the state is unable'or‘unwilliﬂg by reason of its prio -
{ties to provide funding for additional students, the Regents will have| to
choose between quality and access. The prospecc'of serving more udents -
every year with no additional funding to support them will inevita? y iffect
»quality. To- phase out campuses in order to have funds to teach addftidnal
students overlooks the fact that most of those funds will be needéd talteach -

students from phaded out campuges at some other locatfon. -~ SRR

Y

Finding #3: Relationsh%é of Educational Opporc"gmigyjL
Quality and Cost o N

Coe : . \
The Task Force . findings are clear that if the state of Wisconsin -
directs ch¢ System to reduce . its present scope in order to qustgin'QUa;fty

i{in that which remains:

- Thén access must be limited anﬁ feﬁep educacionalidptions
pravided for Wisconsin's citizens ) :

j- . . ‘
- Cutting the number of institutions or programs without reducing
the ‘\number of students, faculcy-anq qtaff will not yleld

significant savings. . R e
In short, if the state as a maccer'of new public policy seeks to hold
the UW System at its pres%nc levels of program 8upport over t xt decade,

and to do this in the presence of the increased numbers of students seeking . _
. higher education, then it must also as a matter of public policy determine o

to restrict access to educational opportunity. To attempt to do otherwise

would erode the quality of the higher education services provided, and

gservices without quality do not provide genuine opportunity for anyone.
. v n
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Finding #4: The System Commitment to'Cosb/;nd'QualityfEffeétiveness
. ’ - , o »

in 1973-75 the UW System returned $21,500,000 to the state in . -

. "productivity savings" from its base budget.,. The System redeployed another

: . $7,500,000 from lower priority pfog;;mﬁ to support higher societal and educa- _
L tional priorities without additional state funding.. '

o4

In- 1975-77 the University System is prepared to operate under an
austerity budget produced by economic recession at . level it has stated
as its minimal needs in._presentations to the Joint Finance Committee.” With
this. budget level, access to educational opportunity at some point in the = -
- Systém will be maintained; every effort will be made to protect the quality

| . of instruction, research and services by deferring current costs, and ‘

L ‘'l increasing, workload, with the hope that quality erosion represefited in
e deferred costs can be checked in a post-recession economy. . .

4 . - . P

Since merget, the Regents and the System have made cost and quality
control a basic planning prificiple for the System, and initiated: program
reviews; phase out, phase down, and comnsolidation d€éisions; cost, S
efficiency, and quality analyses; streamlined numetous administrative
structures and practices as part éaf long-range @lanning to enhance the
quality of the Sysfem at the minimum cost feasible. These efforts will
continue. @ . . , . :

[

‘ G

.
= S ,L‘

R _ Finding #5: Access and Community Resource

The ‘Task Force findings on the implications for access, educgtional
. opportunity, and community inherent in a decision to close an institution
* are quite significant. - .~ '

" Closing a campus go save dollars éou;d meat:
.. - A Bpecific humber of Wisconsin residents would no longer
. have access to university educational opportunity historically
, provided . : _ .
_, - 4 specific Wisconsin cénmn;rtity or region would lose the benefit
T of a combingtion educational and.ecqnomic resource now furnished
by the state. . ‘

£ LY

[ S . o o -
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3 . Finding #6: The Environment for Effective Long-range Planning

. Within,the constraints of successive budgetary crises, biennial and
midyear cuts in the base budget of the System, and uncertain public policy
intentions, the System and i{ts institutions have moved to initiate cost-
effective and quality-effective processes of short-range and long-range
planning and decision making. - '

what is now most needed to enhance the capacity of the System to res-
pond in an orderly way to variable enrollment experience, changing societal
need, and changing resource expectations 18 assigtancé from the state in
ereating ‘a reasonably stable basis for ‘resource expectations. More effeetive’

resource allocation and utilization would result. .

4

This' environment would not.change the Regent's commitment to selective
and phased adjustments of programs and institutions. It.would_assure that
such adjustments could be qartigd out "in‘ways least havhful to students,

- faculty,, institutions and the public interest. : ’

«
A

o

v ’ . . . x

. Finding,#7: The Priority of Publié‘Higﬁer Education for Contemporary Sggieqz

SV

The Task Force Reportrcallgﬁattenfion to the public policy implications
of assigning reduced priority to higher education by a society facing multiple,
complex and difficult problems, particularly in a period of rapid change in
which new problems must be expected. . :

The question before wWiscomin as before the nation may be stated as
follows: . : ' ' L

Should the state and the nation reduce its present relative level
of public supportgfor higher education at a time when the need for knowledge,
the. dissemination of knowledge, and the preparation of ‘society for a period
of rapid social chanje 18 at an all-time high? ' - co

o

2 M x.i.i
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' " Finding #8: If the Governor's Fiscal :Ass‘umé‘\t:iotis Prevail, Then
- .” Phased Reductions in the Scope of the UW System amnd

e its Services Sfould be Directed by the.Legislature

"1f the Legislature affirms the Governor's assumptions .about thevfiscal
expectations of the UW System in the next decade, the question remains as to’
"how much” reduction in scope should be directed, : '

e o . . . '

In PART. THREE of this Report, the System recommends the criteria to be
used in reaching certain classes of decisions on reduction in scope, the
procedures to be followed in applyiyh decisions, and the legislative

4

action needed to direct such decisions,
X . . .

To avoid a massive crisis in orderly management and Systemhmoralé,.
the recommendations in PART THREE are proposed for phased application in
each of the three following biennia beginning with: "

. a. In 1975-77, modificatia’n' of the status quo or, if need be,
: phase out of selected higher cost twe-year centers.

'b. In 1977-79, phase dowm of selected four-year universities by
vertical phase out of program wnitse,.or, if need be
horiaontal phasé out of levels of imstruction; or total
phage out. 5 : '

e. In 1979-81, phase dowm of base budgets of the universities and
centers not involved in-b, and UW-Extension through phase out of
programs, program consolidation, or cost-directed structural
changes. Such phase dowm would be aimed at mgeting legislatively
directed fiscal targets beyond those possible from the .
decisions taken under a. and b., and would assume eoncurrent
reductions in educational services and in numbers of students

. = to be served. .- o . »-

d. Concurrent and proportional reductions in administrative services

and programs would be programmed.

IT IS ASSUMED THAT THE LEGISLATURE COULD DIRECT NONE, ONE, MORE THAN
ONE, OR ALL OF 'THE FOREGOING STEPS IN TERMS OF ITS RESPONSE TO THE GOVERNOR'S
FISCAL ASSUMPTIONS, AND ITS JUDGMENT ABOUT THE MAGNITUDE OF THE SCOPE. REDUC-
TIONS WHICH SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN TO SUSTAIN THE QUALITY OF THE REMAINING '
INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS WITHIN THE FISCAL AND POLICY CONSTRAINTS DIRECTED.

.
t
|
N
!
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+.. A DECISION' AGENDA FOR WLSCONSIN STATE GOVERNMENT

» . . > : [ - .

fw%% The President's Report to. the Regents, propooed_f&r.trlnamitttl to

" “"the Governor and the Legislature, concludes with a "decision agenda to.

‘focus atténtion on the major public policies which:need to be sustained
or modified, and the implications of alternative choices. That ‘agenda ‘18

repeated in full in this Summary: - { ‘

-

“ 1. The major public policy dgdiaion before state government 1is

whether: - . . .

°

a. It judges the UW System's fiscal and enrollment prospects
" for the next decade to be sufficiently uncertain as to warrant
the immediate initiation of steps designed to reduce the
present scope and access points of that Systgm in order to
sustain quality with extremely limited resources.

or

It judges the. public interest to be better served by a reaffir-
mation of its t;aditional priority commitment to provide _
higher educational opportunity and sérvices of quality to

those people wishing and able to benefit from them, and affir-
matiqn.of'the UW System's current planning approach to ’
accommodating an uncertain future, along with the resource
requirements inherent in such an @approach.

It should &e’clear that neither judgment is aimed a}lsimply
preserviné the status quo and that :the ‘same criteriazwould be
relied upon by: the System in ipplementing either approach. .

A reaffirmation of b.™above would be consistent with the basic-
‘assumption from which the University’System planning 1is
‘administered by the Board of Regents. A o : -

Confirmation of the decision under a. above to reduce selectively

the scope of the System and the scope of its programs and services
_.would be consistent with the fiscal assumptions leading to the

vaernor's request to the Board of Regents. ' -

One alternative to the foregoing choice 'would be a decision-to

. direct maintenance of the scope of services together with static -
resources by lowering the quality of those ‘services. This has been
rejected- by the Regents as wholly contrary to the public interest. -~
Access to education or services of low quality ‘would be a delusion
rather than an oppprtunity for Wisconsin people.

The implicationa bf‘the public policy choices to be made by state
government, can be summarized in the c6lumns which follow:

“

“18 xiv
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DECISIONS AND ACTIONS WHICH WOULD

_ DECISIONS AND ACTIONS WHICH WOULD
FOLLOW FROM UW_SYSTEM'S ASSUMPTIONS

FOLLOW FROM GOVERNOR'S ASSUMPTIONS.

. . ‘:’%, :

. Dectsion to reduce 8eleetzvely the scope
of opportunity and services to constrain
or reduce resource requzréhenﬁa implies:

Ra‘affzmatwn of a commitment td educa-'
tional opportunity .of quality for thogse
wzahzng and able to benefit implies:

H
<

1. The legislature should direEt the =«
Regents to reduce the scope of the -
,System, and ‘the scope ‘of its programs

" and services'in selective and phased
' ways designed to damage least the
public intereot ao a whole.

1. The Regents should proceed with
planning directions now eotabliohed
and those proposed. Those estab-
lished include: oo

LS
.

a. Rigorouo opplicetion of the
principles that all programs .
must meet tests of, quality,

, * productivity, responsiveness -
ER to societal heed, cost-effec- °
’ tiveness, and as appropriate
_centrality to the basic mission

' 2. The first step in such dfrected
, reduction to be initiated ‘by
1977 should be:’

- Phase’ out or alternative

and purpose of higher education. | educational use for Centers'not- .
‘ meeting Regent-established criter
v’ ~continnouo audit and review of . As many as three Centers would £

- all exioting programs on the
. basis of these standards. <

this possibility.

r

ALY

c. Elimination or alteration of
, low priority programn to
reallocate resources to higher
priority’ gonll; .

scope of the System in order
to free up public dollars

in toto, then it would follow
that the ‘directive should be
to phase out selected Centers.

”

- If the-éoal is to reduce the )

. d. Rigordus. ocrutiny‘of all new -
2 programs on thé basis of :
criteria eotnbliohed

3. The second 8tep in such directed
reduction, to be implemented by 1979,
should be to phase down or phase out
selected four-year campuses chosen
on the basis of the Regents' criteria.

e, Application of cost and quality
effective practieeo including:

(1) Interinstitutional éesonrée
sharing through consortia.

(2) Consolidation of small
program units to reduce
overhead.

(3) Continuous institutional

-  review of low enrollment

*  courses and programs -

- If the purpose of. ouch direction
is~to free up dollars, it should -
be understood that such phase down

* or phase out would-be accompanied
by reductions in the scope of
educational services and opportunitieo
provided ‘for- Wisconsifi. |

£. Enhonce institutional vitolity
' through appropriate faculty

- Phase out of a four-yedr campus
should not be directed/ without

-

and staff devélopment programs prior or. concurrent se outfof
and practicesi ' geographically proximpte two*year
% 4 ' _ Centers. -~ .
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3.

DECISIONS’ AND ACTIONS
U.W. SYSTEM CURRENT

-

”»

i

4

.© Those proposed include:

b.

d.

£.

a.” More

ASSUMPTIONS

Seek investment-in innoyations
1ikely to p;oduce-long-range
quality and cost-effective

methods of providing educationaly

servicés.

[

Establishment of a four-year

planning gront - for all institu-

tions specifying enrollment,

g£4scal, and performance targets,

with an annual update.

Application
criteria to Ceriters noted in-

of those not meeting criteria.

Application of plahning to

reduce the scope of wniversities

over a four-year
which enrollment
gets require such reduction to
maintain quality.

period in

support for studies leading to
possible consolidation of -
UwW-Superior and UM-Duluth.

Intensified joinq.plonning with

_ VTAE om resource sharing.

Strengthen existing conoortia
and expand such arrangements.

. < Strengthen 1nter1nst1tutiooa1

planning with independent
colleges and universities. *

Systemwide enhancement of
institutional program audit
and review actions
lateral audit and review of
replicoted and specinlized
programs.

The Regents ask that state govern-
ment support
7 better
long-range planning

development of a,
environmantifor effective
1ocLuding:

. stable snderstandings on
the base for the resource

expectations of the System, .

including development of four-

year planning authorizations
subject to_bienniol appropria-

tion actions. .

of cost-size-quality

and fiscal tar-

by selective

part]
‘Three and alteration or phase out

4.

= Such fednctiopg

_and functions

L4

* DECISIONS & ACTIONS

GOVERNOR'S ASSUMPTIONS

s ‘ .
The third step in such directed
reduction, to be implemented by
‘1981, would be to accomplish a
reduction in the base budget
requirements of the System by &
specified percen;age,of the require-
ment otherwise needed
This would be accomplished by gelective
phase out, consolidation, or structural
alteration of programs in institutions
not affected by 2. and' 3. foregoing,
including the .doctoral cluster and
yW-Extension. . _

o

e

would-he
accompahied by -reduction in the

- scope of opportunity and services
provided, including numbers of
stidents served. .

- Counted agaipst the fiscal
targets for such reduction in
scope would be the reallocations
achieved by the {nstitutions .
between 1975-79 through continous
program audit and review activity.

A concurrent step'io all directed
ateps to reduce the scope of the

‘System would be direction to reduce

central administrative services
in proportion’ to other
reductions directed. '

'3

A finding that it is in the public
interest. to reduce the scope of the
System cowld be followed by
direction to apply only the Step 1
reduction, or the Step 1 ‘3? 2,

or Steps -1, 2, and 3. This deter- ’
mindtion would follow from decision
as to the magnitude of the fiscal
constraint to be established, and
the magnitude of the reduction in
opportunity and services to be
achieved. - <.

1t should be undertood that closing
institutions and prograiis to achitve
fiscal constraints during a period
when enrollments o:e_expected to
increase would probably require the
Regents to eatablish enrollmenty
limitations for the xemaining

The effect would be
a need to apportion a scarcity of
resources as wisely as possible.

4 A

to sustain quality.

-
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! DECISIONS AND,ACTIONS s " °  DECISIONS & ACTIONS

5 U.W. SYSTEM CURRENT ASSUMPTIONS

\

. ... GOVERNOR'S ASSUMPTIONS
. » l' . - /

. THE DRAFT STATUIORY LANGUAGE WHICH COULD

. BEUSED IF THE LEGISLATURE AFFIRMS THE
GOVERWOR'S ASSUMPTICNS AND MANDATES ONE
__OR MORE OF THE ABOVE STEPS APPEARS IN

. "'THE PRESIDENT'S REPORT AT THE FOLLOWING
LOCATIONS: . : |

.b. More.lead time on reductions

. : in bupe"renourcel when these -
. ° are indicated as fiscal planning
goals to permit effective staff

J and program contractions.

c. More attefition to the cost-benefi
+ - dihplications of studiés and
- analyses requested or-required
toreduce costly administrative
overhead. * ' ’ .

[y

o

-‘Page 24: Item C (Ge‘nt':ers)‘ :
Pages 26-27::Item C (Univ.Cluster)
Page 30, Item C. (Others)

The Regents and the UW System understand that affirmation of Wisconsin's
pintorit: qomitment to higher educational opportunity does not and cannot’ .
_ commit the state to a particular level of spending which might be required im the

future to implement fully that goal. They understany the impact of current
receséion and the potential of an uncertain economic Yuture on the ability
of the state to realize all dégirable goﬂ.a". . v

The Regents and the University System ask only that c s in pyblic policy o .
-goals for higher education ot be superimposed upon fiscal constraints without
public debate and an informed decision, and that if fiscal determinations

dictate constraint upon .educational opportunity, the steps needed to reduce

the scope of the University's programs and services in orderﬁ to sustain the >
- quality of that which remains be openly understood. T

’
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PRESIDENT'S REPORT TO THE BOARD OF RE{

CENTS

~ inresponéetoth‘e

GOVERNOR'S ‘REQUEST QN REDUCING THE SCOPE OF " THE:IRIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

John C. Weaver "
Sgstem‘?residen.t ,

‘
)

April ‘18, 1975

v
.

A President's report on a mdtter as serious-as t
with recognition of the fact that the Universit
as it now exists,’embodies and expresses the be%
the years: e ‘ .

-

& s
- That its citizens should have ready access to

of Wisconsin .System -
ief of thts State over

his should begin

»

)

-

educational -

purposes,

. of American society. . ] s

qpporthity of quality relevant®to their
interests and abilities®, and S

IS

v
* e

. " ~ » [y I_ .
~ That personal and societal need for knowledge increases '
cogstantly as a function of tne complexity and agpirations

&

\
This belief state ghat publicé university education is a public good
and that pu\blic’iﬁ;estmenq in such education, representing about half
the System's ppresent budget, ig repaid to society many times over:
’ ‘ ’ o . 27 .. 1!‘ . . .
-ihe investment is repaid through the lives and taxes of =~ = . ° o '
,citizens\g&o realize more fully their potential for making . . _
wise persohal and civie choic®, and develop skills needed - - " \
for productive lives and careers - ‘ S

- The investment is repaid through the nourishing of
scholarly communities where the knowledge needed to
untierstand and address problems can be found, organized

» and made available to the public

- The tnvestment is repaid furtier. tirough the 'f';?);)a'c_t of .
~ knowledge on tie intellectual, cultural and economic :
Wrvitality of society generally ’

*

- Tne investment .is an cxpression of tne fact that what a -
society honors and values descéribes best its goals. Wisconsin ’ .
has nonored the search for knowledge and, in ‘so doing, Kas o .

spoken to the quality of life sought by the state and its
citizens ® : . T '
- These beliefs and theinr c@{zaequence:; are matters of history. The s
Lssue now before the State of Wisconsin is whether or not it wishes or i8 able .
to vontinue its present priority comnitment and historical rate of. .
support to university educational opportunity dnd to the advancement
of knowledye. ' '

. . . v
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. The twin probleme of an audtere budget prospect for 1975-77 and a
‘requirement to géovide recommendations for reducing the scopebqf
the 4s8tem over the next decade present us with a serious dilémma.
Its Jimenaions can be stated briefly: o,

, -Fdp 1973-75 the System was directed to cut its base budget -
' by 821,500,000 and did so; it funded arother $7.5 million
. . of item needs by base reallocation rath‘gr thangseek new
funds _ » ‘ . )

For 1975-77, under the Governqr's proposed budget,
the System 18 asked to absorb § 19,000,000 in price”
_increases due to tnflation, to cut ite bage budget
for ‘exiating programs by another $9,700,000 , to cut
another $6,000,000 in state support for graduate and
-adult education programs and replace it with fee
incpeases and lastly, to_teach 6,000more students
without any additional funding. T

1

L ] -
‘For 1975-85 and beyond we have been advised by the
Governor we can expegt no additional stdte<funding
. . Beyond that necessary for, employee compenaation

. adjustments and price increases, at best. It ig the
Govegnor's judgment that this will leave us little ~
cihoice but to reduce the scope of the System in
order to protect the quality of what remains and

to cover other cost increases through redeployment
of base . funds. ~ : S

N i
The magnitude of the dilemma posed by thege prospects is awesome.
The Gévernor's fiscal assumptions-for the next decade have staggering
implications. The fact that even those assumptions are not reflected
in the 1975-77 budget (e.q. there is no provision for tiie bulk of our:
inflationary ldsses) suggeste it may even be worse. To underlinie the
implications of a reduce-the-scope to cover cost increases (rather than
seeking additional state funding in the traditional mawmer), congider
for a moment what it would take in the way of campus closings just to
make up this biennium's $19 million inflationary loss: '
+ =This would requirefam’pua reductions or eliminations
. equivalent to the entire state-funded budgetj%of two
four-year universities or of all 14 two-year dampuses*
Just to stay even. (And that assumes, wnrealistically,
that the students and faculty of those campuses would
no ;ohgé-r’be a responsibility of the System. )} '

Our studies ghow
saving dollcﬁrs ,

that for each institution thus closed for; purposes of

, - N N .
- A specific number of Wisconain residents would no longer o
* have access -to university educational opportunity historically .
asgsured them . .
. . ’ . I
< A specific Wisconhsin community and region would lose the benefit

of a combination educational and economic resource now furnished -
by the state. ot ) , '

23
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' 1970's, but it is altogether possible that we will face'increaseSr(rqthér,

. particularly sertous character when one realizes that the magnitude of

"Mefficiency.” At issue 18 our ability to respond to the need for a
. given volume of educational services of quality in lire with present .

- gmd will facilitate, considerable change and adjustment within and

-

.

Our studies also indicate that the current methodologies fbrﬁ&rojecting

future enrollment levels are not adequate for addressing sccpe reduction

decisions extending beyond the next four years. Thus it not omly remains

‘true that we will face ‘increasing enrollments through the end.of ,the

than modest declines) in the-1980's as well. E N
. . - ) .

The problems posed by the éovernor's fiscal assumptions takes on a

resources that must be genmerated exceed those possible through improved

expectations of the state. Our present budgétary' condition and the
prospect of continued petrenchment have already brought us tc the point
where reducing services and people served are the only means-of freeing
up s%'gnificmthbase resources for.redeployment to sugtain quality.

This Report is not advanced as an "either/ar' proposition; none of the’
participants in the public policy arena can pretend to final knowledge.
The Report is more of an " f/then" exposition aimed at assuring informed

v

judgment by our elected representatives.

i

dor 18 this’Report a plea for continuation without change of current
institutions. The present planning approach of the System envisions,

among our institutions in the next decade. The Governor's assumptions,
1if relied upon to modify the character of our planning, become conclusions.

.future? Or should we assume that there is still -an intention and egpectation

Thgjgzzhmma, tnen becomes clear. If our fiscal experience of the 1973-75

i/ and our current fiscal prospects for the biennium just ad represent
al phase of a long-range judgment about the fiscal futwre of this System,
then it fs true tiat we should get on with elosing programs and institutions in
order to nave sufficient internqlly-generated resaurces to sustain quality of
gervices in those remaining. .

But if directives are igsued now to reduce the saé;e of the System over the

next decade, then we will be reducing program range and access points at the
very time more Wisconsin residents are seeking our services. Should we assume
that the austerity.of recent years, now projected for two more years, i8 our

that we will provide services and opportunities of quality to thos who wish

and can profit from them? And should we asswume that there 1o still an intention
on the part of tne state to provide resources needed to make this possible?

As the Report makes clear, the latter assumptions are not iterated in a simple
defense of tiie status quo. Jur present planning approach envisions and will

guide considerable change and adjustment within and among the institutions of
our System in the next dccade. But our present assumptions do not conclude

that large scale reductions in scope should be initiated now, nor that dectsions
on the futurg of many of our ingtitutions should be made now based on Assumptions
about tne need and viability of these institutions and programs a decade or more
hence. Such conclusions would represent a major change in the expectations
Wisconsin nas up to now held for its public university system.
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. sustained, this needs to be clearly stated and direeted as a matter of
-\reviaed public policy. ] e

wigconsin ani its publie wniversity system.

The dilemma needs resolution..It needs a perspective that reaches .
beyond our current economic uncertainty. and senses the long term impact
of an alteved priority and conmitment to higher education.

IF it ia the judgmént of state govermment that the University of -
Wisconsin should now commence to reduce its scope as the. only-means.by -
which the quality and services of the remaining institutions can be

While, as Regents and educators, we might disagree with the wisdom of
such a choice, we would ba bound by legislative mandate to implement
it, Part Three of this Report outlines the eriteria and procedures by
which we would suggest to approach such a task if prescribed. ' ¢

IF, on the othe? hand, it';la the judgmenﬁ of state govermment that the
levels of access and quality historically provided should continue to
be sought and supported by the [State and the Systen, this needs to be

reaffirmed and resources committed to this end as needed.
N - .

The Regents.and the System have made significant strides since mergers "’
and are well along on a Systemside planning and program review affort
of wnprecedented gcale. Thie has been accomplished in spite of equally
unprecedented budgetary constraints and fiscal emergencies on selected
campuses. Cuprent System plamning efforts will, under less crisis-
ridden conditions and some longer-term resource expectations, lead to _
changes_in the status of a number of institution8 to adapt on d properly-
phased basis to changing ‘conditions and expectations in goctety. Part
Two of this report outlines. the character and direction of vur current
approach to long-range plawming and adjustment. Essentially the same
eriteria as found in Part. Three would be utilized; the major 3
ig that we do not conclude the inevitability or immediacy of ou
which the Govegpor does. ) :

This Report has been prevared in resvonse to both Regent and ‘ubermltortial
directives and in the spirit of laying the publie policy choices clearly
before the people.of this state and their elected representatives. The
decigions they make are of the greateaf congequence for the future of
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" .bART ONE: THE CONTEXT FOR LONG-RANGE PLANNING

s
3
-

PART ONE summarizes- five perspectives oa the demographic and educational
context essential (a) to understand long-range planning in the University
of Wisconsin System, and (b) to assess the implications of the Governor's
1ong—range assumptions for the System. .

The basic materials for PART ONE are drawn from the report of the System

“ Advisory Planning Task Force. The "findings and conclusions' are those of

the President of the System.

(The Governor's January 8th request appears as Exhibit A and President
Pelisek's charge to President Weaver appears as Exhibit B in the~Appendices )

. \ . ) ,
Perspective #1: EQNG-RANGE ENROLLMENT PROJECTION ALTERNATIVES

As indicated in the summary and on page 19, a key assumption in the
Covernor's directive was based on projections of an eventual peaking of enroll-
ment growth and the prospect of a post-peak decline. The projections relied
upon were those prepared by the UW System to guide short-term budget decisions
and longer-term facilities construction decisions. Up to now such projections
were based primarily on birth rates and 18 year old age ponls.

. ¢ & &

While there are more and less conservative approaches one could use in
maktng Zong—range enrollment projections, it does appear proper tnat the recent
onenomenon of anreastng numbers of older age groups enteriny or returning to
wniversities be taken into account in considering the Govermor's request.

~The graph on the following page identifies four possible outcomes in pro-
jecting enrollments for the next decade and beyond:

Line A represents the tradicionally—based projections upon which the
’ Governor relied.in reaching his conclusions

Line B repreeents a combination of the traditional birth rate/18 year old

‘ age pool methodology (Line A) and the effect if only the present
: percentage of age groups beyond 18 now enrolled continue to enroll
in the years ahead. : -

Line C represents the Line B methodology adjusted to reflect:an increasing
proportion of the age groups ‘beyond 18 enrolling; the rate of
increase is_an extrapolation of the actual rate experiénced in the
last four years

Line D represents the most conservative methodology one could apply and is

_ as yet not verified. It assumes a major impact from declining
economic advantage for college and universl ty graduates.

(See Appendix, Exhibit § for Supporting Data)
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° ‘ UHIVER..QITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM
- ACTUAL AND PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS

ACTUAL PROJECTFD (Four Possible Ou_t:o-.) -
170,000,
160,000}~
140,000}
' .
{ j20,000)
’ s
100,000L = -
% 50,000|
FROJECTIONS
A. 18-Year 01d Cohort: Ragent Approved
0,000 } ) ‘
' B.. Age Strats: Constant ‘
. C. Age Strats: Trend
40,000 3 D. 18-Year 01ld C3horn Drasch Bffsct
20,000 | . ‘

ST W T Y0 IS [0 1985 1930

There. are "intervening variables" which could affect any of these projec-
tions: -

pd . -

- ‘Steps taken by government to increase or decrease the proportion
of total cost of higher edué¢ation borme by the students

—‘Changes in social motivations for higher education reflecting
values attached to advanced education by the public and students

of all ages : R
& »

"Chénges in the economic motivations fo{Jseeking higher education
reflecting changes in actual or perceived economic gain from such

education’ ‘

- Steps by state'government which require the U.W. System to limit -
admission to higher education in order to hold.down\public costs
while protect¥mg the :quality. of educational services n\\\\\

~

- Growth of alterpatives to university-based postsecondary education-
including vocational-technical,private and proprietary institutions

’//‘F' . or forms of teaching and learning external to the campuses

v

- Additional Referencea: Task Force Book I, pp. I-2 to 4
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president's Findings and Conclusions on Enrollment Projections g
, . AN ; \
The current methodologies for projecting énrollments were designed to serve
short-range -(two years) budget funding neegs and wPre catended =
. out ten.years for facilities planning. Thége methodologies are inadequate for
- longer range budget and program judgments r lative to reducing the scope of
the University System; they 'should be revised to refigct“loqger range enroll-
ment impacts of post-18-year-old age groups’ at least in their presently-
enrolled proportions (Line B on previous graph). , ‘ .

“'rt would be short-sighted to assume in a society of increasing comp lexity

- that we will not face inoreased demand for all forms of post-secondary

" education and from all age groups. Projectidns beyond 1979 should be modi- ~
fied to reflect a more likely range of possible outcomes.

PN

Perapective #2: THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF,EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY, QUALITY

Public universities were foundea‘to extend‘eduqational ppportunity; Early
in their history they reached a conclusion which has been sustained ever since:
The ‘opportunity they provided must be of goad quality. As the System Planning

Task Force observes, higher education of low quality id o contradiction in terms.s -

The. opportunity to study obsolete ‘or unreliable knowledge is not opportunity LT,
at all, and access to an inadequate teaching and learning environment is counter-
productive. ‘ - ’

*
.8

-

As enrcllments in public universities expanded, public support expanded also. The
public System became expensive, mostly because of growth in the number of students, .
partly because of inflation, and partly because advances in knowledge led to

_the need for more complex;'extensive and costly teaching resources. Numbers of
students was the key, however. It is important to note that while Wisconsin is
currently second in the nation in per capita support for post secondary education,
it is only 25th in the nation and ‘below the national average in tax support

- for the Lnstruction of each student. Nevertheless its universities have merited

an excellent reputatiod for high quality instruction, research and public service.

Its major comprehensive university, UW-Madison, has been consistently recognized |,

as among the five leading public universities of the nation. and it currently brings’

more money.for research into its state than any other university in the nation.

After decades of growth supporied by the state, can_therW System provide g&
educational opportunity of good quality for the increasing enrollments p jected
' for the next five ars on the basis of statjc or declining state suppo t?  The
) System Planning Task Force found this to be clearly impossible. After |a base
budget retrenchment of $21,500,000 in 1973-75, ‘and an erosion of purchasing
power due to inflation of $19,000,000, the System now faces serious erosion of
quality in the biennium just ahead. The signs of erosion are not mysterious:
_,.ﬂ4fedU@gdfinterﬁtttﬁﬁ“ﬁéfﬁéEﬁﬁgEﬁaéﬁts’ana'faculty; less counselling and advising -
- for students; obsolescent equipment; substitution of demonstrations for hands-on
laboratory work; lack of access to the best of current scholarly writing. All
of these signs of erosion will be magnified 1if the universities seek to absorb
projected eanrollment increases with fewer staff and less teachinz materials.

e —

Pzge 34 which follows provides graphic insight into our curréntly~increasing gap
berween srowing enrollments and declining real dollar state GPR support. (It <o
. abgo apprears as kwhibit 6 in the Appendix.
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Accesgs to genuine educational oﬁportunity must be access to programs of
quality. The UW System capnot absorb the additional enrollments ‘expected

with a static or declining base budget, without sacrificing the genuire oppor=

' tunity represented by education of quality. In the short term, of course,
- universities will defer some needs, and make do with improvised responses

~

to shortages gf teaching equipment and supplies in order tosprotect their
capacity to provide education of quality. . In the longer {erm, if the
relative level of resources is to be static or declining, quality can be .
protected only by reducing the level of access to educational opportunity.

>

' Additional Refererices: Task Force,- Book I: Chapter,Ii; pp- 327, Chapter VI,

Séction/D;,Chapter.VIII, p. 2

~ . .

ppesident Findings and Conclusions: Access and quality have thetr costs and
the following can be said dbout maintaining both, as the Governor's directive
urges: o . . .

. . -
(a) Access to higher educational opportunity.is a tragic and counter-
productive delusion if the services aré not ofi quality. . \

(b) If Wisconsin remains committed to access at current levels and to
quality at no less than current levels, then public investment in.
unteersity education, adjusted for inflation, will need to increase o
at some reasonable rate (though considerably less rapidly than in :
the last decade) to provide services of quality to existing and
additional students and to fund fized cost and staff ecompensation

changes. S

»

. R

e ——— .

Perspective R3: [HE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF CAMPUS—SLZis, HMISSTON. AND_(:0STS
S ) e

The Task Force Report propetly uotes that per-student costs tend to rise
rapldly on a campus with declining enrollments because .fixed costs for.

the campus and incremental costs for sustaining its current mission breadth
cannot be reduced in proportion to, nor with the immediacy of, the reduction
in students being served. ~ )

~

The minimuﬁ size at which a campus can be both cost and quality effective.

.'canno:'be'calculated definitively and, assuming that thg\:gate wishes to

sustain both present access points and campuses of varyindisize, has to be

relative.. Cost experience within the System and in other states does tend

to supgest the following generalizations: A S T

’ 1

a. A nulti-purpose university with a limited ranpge of first level .
graduate work in addition to a reasonably broad undergraduate :
curriculum can be cost and quality effective with 5,000 FTE to
7,000 FTE students. : - . )

b. With a reduced range of undergraduate and perhaps one or two

* graduate programs of an umbrella variety, a multi-purpose univer-
* sity can still remain cost and quality ®ffective with 3,000 FTE -

_to 4,000 FTE students.

- ‘ :;()' | ‘ _ .




. (a) A four-year campus' facing declini,hg enrollments must initiate reductions

-

c.. A relatively limiﬁed'purpose, four-year collegé can be cost and
' quality effective'yith 2,000 FTE to 3,000 FTE students.

d. A limited purpose two-year éampué providing resident 1n§truction
can be cost and quality effective with a minimum of from 250 FIE
to 350 FTE students. o . ‘ -

- . i . " : - R

Additional References: Task Force, Book I, Chapter II, pp. 8-9; Chapter IV,

: . Section E. - ' ) ' -

a
2

President's Findings and Conclusions: Assuming that, even\ in,a'pez-iqd of -
oontinued enrollment growth for the'System, some campuses may- experience )
enrollment decline, two actions would be necessary given limited resources:’

<

" in the breadth of its mission, the range of its programs-and the .
complexity of its organization in order to remain both cost and
quality effective. o

@

(b) To facilitate such adaptation of missioms and programs, a campus *
must be. able to effect changes in _an environment where four-year
expectations of resources and enmrollments are carefully designed,
managed and assured., Anything less will only elicit crisis responses
and other actions which do not promise either cost.or quality effective-
ness. . ' - o ' ~ '

A

v,
b 3

Perepective Fd: THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF ACADEMIC PROGRAM SIZE, QUALITY
. | ~ AND COST ‘

The Task Force pursued an investigation of the interrelations of academic
program size, quality and cost because of the frequent concern expressed over
"unnecessary" program duplication. It is important to recall that program .
duplication is both proper and natural in a multirchmpus system of universities.
Indeed, the core missions of the various institutional clusters represent an
expectation that certafn programs must and will be made available, (i.e.
duplicated) in all institutions. : o . ..

-

The problem arises when an academic program either in.the basic cﬁrticular

" offerings or in the special or select mission emphasis of a campus has a

relatively small number of majors. The problem is accentuated when the
academic program {s a particularly costly one even with -capacity usage, or
when it is one of a limited number in the System and has considerably less
utilization than its counterparts elsewhere. ’

»
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President's Findings and Conclusions:

.-

(a) Any university's mission in maintaining the basic disciplines appropriate
to its core mission,\nourishing our cultural heritage and in advancing
the frontiers of knowledge will-require some programs. which may not be,
cost effective at particular times in terms of numbers of studente, but
which must be present and be qm}ity effective. They must be sustained.

(b) Because faculty for a’ program with few majors may, in fact, carry d
much heavier "service load” in support of other majors, or be dr@gm
from faculty hired primarily or jointly for other najors (as a more
productive technique), the judgment that a given academc program may
be "too small to be cost effective” must be examined with particularity -
(t.e. not in isolation). : ] L ..

i ’ v

(e) - Graduate programs cannot” always be viewed independent of undergraduate
.programs or of related institutional missions (e.g. research).

‘(d) Coneclusion: . Academic programs with few majors should continue to be
examined relative. to their quality and cost efrectiveness. If quality
_ ecannot be maintained at reasonable cost and if ‘the program is not
* intrinsic to the core mission of the institution, the campus should
© {initiate its phase-out. * '

- — , ——
: . \

Parspective #5: UNIVERSITIES AND THE CHANGING NEEDS OF SOCIETY

The fifth and final pérspective. comprising the tontext for long-range _
planning in the University System suggests that societies facing complex
problems havé an increased need (rather than a diminished need) for expanding
“their knowledge base and equipping their citizens with advanced education.

[t is conceivable that reducing the scope of an advanced knowledge net-
work (the universities) in response to current economic difficulties ,may
serve to prolong and intensify- the problem rather than help to solve it.

[n a word, there is considerable evidence to suggest that such a step would
be "counter-productive." - : - : :

1t is our experiencé that the srapid growth in societal need for know-

ledge and knowledge workers and the rapfd change in the complexity and scope
of the knowledge relevant and responsive to that need, create intense '

‘ pressure for change in: teaching and learnirg methods: organization and
focus “0f curricula; adaptation and focus in research and scholarly activity

~ and new’‘efforts at the rapid dissemination of knowledge tb affected persons
and groups. In shorg, universities {in the next two decades must remain

. intellegtually rigorous and curricularly responsive in meeting the changing
needs of soclety. Adaptatfon does not imply loss of the essence of a true )
unfyersity---a publi& undversity is scholarly energy devoted to the public
good. Its idcas and its spirit must be free, but it-cannot ignore the R
changfng needs of the socgégQJWhich chdrtersjit. .

P
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Effective change in universicies 1s more. evolutionary than
revolutionary It is better encouraged, than mandated. It .is a.
function of long-range planning and incentives, not short-range constraints
and excisions. Some argue that universities never change or that they -
change only when chreacened both viewa teflecc impatience rather than
fact. : ‘

. @
+ L}

Addﬂtiorgc'zi References: Task Force, Book I; Chapter II ', Prologue; Chapter V, p
: . - Section D. C ‘

@

! ] -
Pregident's Fmdmge and Cancluswna The Regents of the merged Shetem have

sought "to fashion a.planning envwonment which famlztatee adaptation and
change within the Syetem. _

(a) It te our conviation thqgt the mcenmvee for change (and thus change
: iteself) have been diminished by public policy which mandatee and
extracts "eamnge " in ‘advance. . .

¢

(b) Effective effaztte by the Unwerewy Syetem to sustain quality and
access while reducing coste for existing programe should be rewarded
by allocation of resources thus aseembled to ‘eupport of educational
changes needed by eomety :

() At the éame tune, .the state must from time to time be unllmg to
invest additional funde in the -UInivereity System quite unrelated to
fixed cost and workload items. It must De willing to invest in
research, in the davelopment of new educational delivery syetems -
and in other new ventures whick must be proved before oZd waye are - -

get aatde or modtfwd .. :
, \ , . . P
o, .
. NOTE: Another perepectwe (egonomic inpget of c@ue cZgggng on its

hoat commnity or regwn) was furmighed just prior to preparation
of thie report. It -i8 Book III of the Task Force, reports and a
swnmary appeare as E'xhzbzt 7 m the Appendw to trne report.
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* “PART TWO: PRESENT LONG-RANGE PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS
| . , OPERATING IN THE U.W, SYSTEM :

te

[]
<

Y

A. Introduction T ‘
s : - ’

T PART TWO responds to thy expectation of Board President Pelisek (see letter
. of March 28, 1975, Exhibi¥’3, Appendix) and of the System President that the .

Governor's request and his assumptions concérniné’long-range planning for . ‘ )
*  the System should be examined by state government and the public in relationship -
\ to the present planning assumptions .and efforts of the U.W. System itself. n -3
',° " In this way the people of Wisconsin and their elected representatives can
best judge whether the present public policy assumptions of the U.W. System
merit support, or should be now- changed by directives from state government to
- peduce' the scope of the System.in sp?cified ways. :

E ‘As_the basisq15} such a judgment, the University of .Wisconsin System in
PART TWO states the long-range planning assumptions it is currently using and

. récommends as wise public policy for Wisconsin. The present activities to
implement these assumptions are set forth briefly, together with some suggestions
for establishing a more effective planning relationship with state géveynment.
The fiscal implications of -the present assumptions and suggested improvements
are stated along with the type of legislative action which would best undergird
this approach. s ' *

B; Pfesent Planning Assumptions of the U.W. System .

-,

1. Theﬂa’w. System believes that it is wise public policy for the State .

° of Wisconsin to continue to seek maximum feasible access for Wisconsin

citizens to higher educational opportunity of good quality, and to the
public benefits which flow from the advancement of knowledge."

2. The System assumes that the maintenance of such access and qlality
requires continuing an array of institutions sufficient to assure:

(a) Access to instructional environments of.varying size, purposé,
and complexity;

(b) Regional service to commuter popﬁlafions and to enhancement of
"the intellectual, cultural, and;f&onomic 1ife of regions of the
' state; ‘ ) : » .
(c) Focused attention to the needs of urban populatibns and the
problems of urbanization; :

(d) Enhancement of the research,;and graduate and advanced professional
" {nstruction which assists Wisconsin and .the nation in the advance--
ment of learning, address to societal problems, and preparation for

" the future; .. . .

«(e) Enhanced effort to make'resoufces of knowledge and {nstruction
available to Wipconsin ¢itizens and agencies.

.
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3. The S§R@em assumes ‘responsibility to achieve provision of such services
: for the people :%fwisoonuin at the lowest feasible cost consistent with
] ] good quality.- To this end, the System has initiated and will intensify
‘ efforts to phase outy. phase down, 'or otherwise change institutions and
. . programs which fail to meet reasonable performance expectations in ;
i oo ‘ terms of costs, productivity, quality, responsiveness to societal need,
‘or mission centrality, and to transfer resources from lower priority effort
however meritorious, to higher pgigrity‘efforts requiring such resources.

i o 4. The Syétem.aabumes that effective long-range planning, and effective’ ’
‘ ‘ management.of fiscal, human, and physical resources are prerequisites
for efficiéntvand,productive performance. i : ‘

i)

C. Present Processes to Control Cog While Being Responsive to Societal Needs

It needs to be emphasized that ‘during the period of crisis management of the
. last four years, now projected* into the coming biennium, the University System
and its institutions have moved on multiple fronts to strepgtﬁen their ‘planning,
management of costs, and adaptation to emerging societal needs.

»

o

" These.achievements, realized under condifions of maximum fiscal uncertainty
and uncertainty as to public policy concerning higher education, underline the
i o fact that the System and its institutions have “sought to create an environment
: - within the System conducive to effective planning, productivity, and resource
management. If this initdative for planning and educational per formance could
~ be reinforeed by more stable public policy and fiscal relationships with state
government, major benefits to the state would follow. . - -

6§§ ) - A quick summary of what has been accomplished by the System and dts y
‘ - institutions to this time follows:
s . v
A 1. Core missions have been established for each of the three clusters
of institutions in the System, &nd select or special missions for®
each 'institution. - ‘ '

2. Each institution has carried out a "zero base” review of &ll it
instructional and support activities. In addition to meeting
productivity requirements placed by the State, through phase out
or phase'down of low priority activities, institutions have reallocated
some $7.5 million from lower priority activities to higher priority
programs more responsive to current societal need. It should be noted.
that\significant.reallocgttons of base funds between institutions have

~ been implemented to target available resources for instructional needs:
o - $1.5 million has been reallocated from developing. institutionsggtrd the
1 Center System to other institutions in the University Cluster. )

-2

"
8

3. Rigorous review of all new program proposals has been established;
only programs meeting the most severe tests at the school/college,
institutional and System levels are now brought to the Regents for
first reading, final discussion, and action, While the initfative of
faculty to respond to_societal need through programmatic change will
continue to be emphasized, the reconciliation of such proposals with "
their cost implications imposes limitations on System ability to accede -
to such requests. - - v ' ‘
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4. Audits and reviews of all master's and specialist programs havq:been
completed through the initial phase. Some 49 programs have been
phased out. In seven cases, prdgramwconsolidat;oné have. taken place. '
An additional 78 programs marked for regional review are zeceiving
such scrutiny this year, and 60 programs placed on probationary status

will be reviewed ,again in 1975-76.

5 Audits and reviews of all doctota} and undergraduate programs, .and , £
Phase 1I of the master's audit have been started. Progress reports ) o
will be presented to the Board in late 1975, and most campuses will
have completed'ﬁérat round audit and review in 1976.

‘6. All campuses now have in place procedures for continuing audit'gnd
and review of all academic programs. .

3 "

7. Systemwide examinations of unpreqedented'thoroughness’ha&e get the
stage for effective long-range planning in the following areas:

- Health Sciences, Computing, Engingeging/Technologi, Agriculture,
Business Administration, Teacher Education, Minority and Disadvantaged
Programs, Women's Studies, and Etfinic Studies. Comprehensive Task
Force Reports in eight of these areas have been received by the Regents
and are now under study by System and anfral'staff for application to

planning decisions. .
8. New aculty personnel rules for the System have been completed and
placed in the State Administrative Code. Academic staff personnel

rules are nearing completion.

rd

. - 9.. The Regents have adopted System policies on: minority and ‘disadvantaged -

- programs, affirmative action, women's programs, student evaluation of
instruction, interim guidelines on student participation in governance,
and on admissions and ctqd}t transfer. o » : .

10. All campuses are preparing ten-year academic plans as inputs to the ,
development of the Long-Range Academic Plan (LQRAP) for the System.

h 11. Interinstitutional cooperation within thenUW System promises additional
. benefits from existing resources: statewide library resources are
being developed and shared through the Wisconsih Inter-Library Loan
Service; a post-mexger, student credit transfer policy contributes to
cost savings for both the individual student-and the institutions.
12. Cooperation and coordination with other educational systeﬁs offers
gignificant educational benefits: the Wisconsin-Minnesota Cempact has
established an {mportant basis for {nstitutional cooperation between the

two states; the Michigan-Wisconsin border agreements,pertqining,to".

grogfam and residency status of UW Center-Marinette and UW-Green Bay

facilitate interstate atudent flow while reducing program redundancy;
the participation of UW-Superior ‘in the Lake Superior Association of .
Colleges and Jniversities, and in the Twin Ports consortial activity
involving the College ‘of St. Scholastica and the University of Minnesota-

. Duluth, has significant potential for the future of higher educational

opportunity in northwestern Wisconsin. o

I} B
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13. Integration of planning effoxt with Wisconsin agencies having , .
{nvolvement in educational policy formulation has hgen upgraded.
Among those upits and agencies of state government with which an <
.increased lev4l. of interactéom has been beneflcial are: WBVTAE
(Wisconsin Bogrd of Vocational, Technical and Adult Education);
Educational Cpmmunications Board; the Higher Educational Aids Board;
, the State Madpower Council; and the Wisconsin Environmental Education
uncil. - ‘ ' '
'14. Reviews of pre-merger pdlic§ statements involving the following are
underway and at various stages of completion: Student Disciplinary
\ Guidelines; Graduate Guidelines (Chapter 37); and Educational Code
and Percent Limitation by Rank Policy (Chapter 37).

15. An Academic Plannifig Statement Series has been {naugurated with two
¢ statements now approved by the Board and two more to be presented ' ’
for first reading in April, 1975:

ACPS-1, University of Wiscongin Planning Pri&biples. (Approved) -«
ACPS-2,' The Application of Job Market And Placemeqg Information
_to Acadénic Planning. (Approved) - . ‘
“..ACPS=3, Faculty Development and Renewal: An Issue for the 1970's
’ and Beyond. (First reading, April, 1975) ' ;
ACPS-4, Academic Year Definition and Assorted Derivatives. (First
reading, April, 1975) ) g

A \

16. To facilitate the flow of information between the 1naciCuc1ons'and
4 - the Office of the Sénior Vice President for Academic Affairs, ar .
. *Academic Informational Series was init{ated. Two papers have been
distributed to cﬁevgysCem to date: :

= ~

ACis-1, Academic Program.Guidelines :
ACIS-2, Policy Regarding Offering of Undergraduate and Graduate, and ,
Other Instructional Programs Beyomd the Boundaries of the
State by UW System Units o . .
17. Special academic progtam analyses have been completed in the areas
of Law and Criminal Justice in’connection with long-range planning
of the System. = . . : -

2
- -

'D. Further planning steps proposed by the U.W, Systeh to strengthen efficient
management of resources and educational performance ‘

. < K ) R 4
1. A recommendation to strengthen performance andfdeyeloPmenc of regional
_congortia: :
a. Observing the effective performance of the voluntary association .
° . developed by the West Central wisconsin Congsortium (WCWC), the
Regents should now move to identify this organization a8 a ,
continuing structure for planning, coordination, resource sharing,
g and program review in the West Central Wisconsin region. ’ \

o *
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Specifically, membership in WCWC should‘be a continuing
obligation of the universities now involved, with flextbility-

" for additional membership-as the Consortium may approve . The

Consortium should be given responsibility for regional academic
planning and should bring to the Regents, via the President

on behalf of its member institutions, proposals on program
consolidation, phase out, or initiation, as well as proposals \\
on shared sépport service and support service consolidations.

In recognition of‘the regional planning effort, Central .
Administration will place increased weight on the majority
recommendations of the Consortium. If the System's proposal

on establishing enrollment and resource targets for campuses

on a four-year front is affirmed, WCWC should be asked by . -
System Administration to recommend such targets for its member J
institutions within regional fargets set by thé System, and .
within any policy guidelines established by the Regents. ' ;

p 1

iy “

Preliminary discussions are continuing concerning three additional
configurations of consortia: A Northeastern Wisconsin Consortium. N
of UW-Oshkosh, UW-Green Bay, and UW-Stevens Point; a Southern

Wiscopsin Consortium of UW-Par side; UW-Whitewater, and UW-Platteville;
and/an’ Urban Corridor Consortitm of UW-Parkside, UW-Milwaukee,

~Green Bay, and UW-Oshkosh. Discussion pursuant to formalizing
cooperative relationships for those: configurations which can produce
results should lead to a planning report to the Regents r their
January, 1976 meeting. v - . .

»” 2. A recommendatiom on the feasibility study of consolidation of

b.

a.

Ul-Superior_and UM-Duluth

Re:h§§izing the need to maintain a major university center.in
the sparsely populated but important region-of Northwestern
Wisconsin and Northeastern Minnesota, and recognizing the
feasibility study on possible consolidation of UW-Superior and
UM-Duluthi now underway as a means of achieving this goal efficiently,
it is recommended that the Regents and state government ‘now endorse °
in principle the, concept of consolidation. Should current studies
indicate the feasibility of consolidation, enabling legislation for
- final planning should be brought t& the 1977 session of the Wisconsin
Legislature with a goal of formal consolidation in 1979. Consolidation
‘could take either the form of "confederation" or of "merger," which-
ever proves more feasible.

w

The Regents, Central Administration, UW-Superior, and state goQérﬂment

Co.

' .should initiate discussions with counterpayt persons and agencies

in Minnesota pursuant both to cxploration f the feasibilfty of

the goal set.in 2.a. above, and as a con ibutidn to the feasibility
study now undertaken by the Lake Superior Association of Colleges
and Universities. ’ ’ :

[8
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3. System reinforcement of campus-based audits and reviews of programs -
to facilitate phage out or trang formattion of unproductive, low

! 11 ive programs

Recognizing that the {natitutional audits and reviews now in process

do not fully meet the task of reviewing program areas replicated in

several institutions, it is récommended that the Central Administration

initiate in 1975-76 a limited range-of lateral audits of program

areas selected by preliminary screening of such areas for indicators
_of productivity, cost, and quality, and that recommendations based on

such audits be brought to the Regents during the 1975-76 fiscal year.

-~

4. Strengthened inter-System pregource sharing with VIAE

Recognizing the effective cooperative p nning now underway in the
< three joint administrative committees maintained by the University
System.and VTAE, it is recommended that each of-these committees
~ undertake in 1975-76 one or more task force studies of program
o relationships in specific program areas served by both Systems.
Reports including recommendations as to the means.by which more
effective resource sharing could be achieved should be brought to
the ‘two Boards. ' )
5., Increased recognition of the total educational resources of the State
: ---—-—-f—-——jL-—-—f-—-“r—'--'f'—'—‘-——"'-—"-""“"““"“"—
. Recognizing that efficient hanagement of State resources requires a
"+ °  greater .awareness of the academic program offerings of the State's
private eollegee and wniversities, the University of Wisconsin plans
- to encourage active pafticipation by these colleges and universities
in its long-range academic planning efforts. Ideally, cooperative
and coordinated planning between the University of Wisconsin campuses
and the private colleges and universities should be undertaken at the
" regional level (as part of the\conaortial effortg). .
As an initial step, it is recommendéd that Central Administration
{nitiate discussions with-the Executive Director of the Wisconsin
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities for the
purpose of developing an appropriate forum in which information exchange
and coordinated planning can be éuraued; -

. | -
E. Improving the Planning‘Environment--thkground and a Proposal .
!
/

i. -Background

a. For two decades following World War II, public universities in
Wisconsin and the nation workgd within a reasonably clear relation-
,j) ship with state government as Eo expectations held for their
' performance, and the basis from which their resource requirements
would be met. This was a gerjod of rapid growth. _ Increased
. ' resources did not always m% fully the dimensions of this growth,
but the base budgets of uni ersities were;generally expanding,
and ongoing commitments to faculty and staff, to instruction,
to instructional support, and to support serviceg could be honored.
The two major base points for pffeétive long-range planngng were
available, in the sense that:‘

{35’ ' ' ‘ .
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(1) At leaast the floor expectation coricerning fiscal resohrces
could be gnticipated for a four-year period. ,

(2) The probable level of enrollments anu distribution of
enrollments could be anticipated.

In the last decade, but more particilarly in the last four
years, one key prerequisite for effective planning and
resource management has largely disappeatred. Far from being

" able to anticipate resource expectations on a two- to four-year

projection, the University System has faced year-to-year, and
sometimes month-to-month uncertainties. '

e Retrenchment reduireﬁents in base budgets (e.g., produqtlvity
savings) have been overlaid atop earliasr forced savings
requirements.

e Midstream and midyear austerity programs have required return
of millions of dollars in committed funds to the state treasury.

e Tightly-drawn formulas for funding the incremental costs of
additional student enrollments were established by state
government in one biennium, partially suspended in the next,
then abandoned without replacement in proposals for the
upcoming biennium.

This circumstance has produced an environment which seriously under-
mines effective long-range academic planning and effective resource
management . Crisis management of programs and resources means that
pporams and people are gometimes cut in terms of theip vulnerability
to immediate fiscal necessity rather than in terms of carefully thought
through planning and phased implementatioh of appropriate changes.

The rapid changes in the basis for U.W. System fiscal expectations
have been matched by equally rapid and unpredictable changes in
the basis for accountability. while the System has moved "to
establish a Central Information System, which can effipiently
deliver the basic information on university operations required
for effective System management of resources, it has concurrently
received or been subjected to: :

e a constant flow of ad hoc requests for data requiring the
production of special reports from all of its institutions;

e mandates to perform special studi&;;requiring hundreds of
. hours of staff and faculty time, most of which seem to have
had no consequential relationship cither to effective university
planning or to public policy; ' -

e a barrage of ewmternal analyses of its academicvoperations and
frequently without comment or review by university people most
_knowledgeablé about the area under study. )

Again, hundreds of hours of staff and faculty time have been
consumed in correcting erroneous assumptions, dubious data
'interpretations, and unworkable hypotheses flowing from such
vagrant studies.

40
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The net effect has been an environment which has diverted
" imnense amounts of university energy away from productive
planning and administration to diffuse, unpredictable, and
unproductive activity. The issues raised are those of f
accountability and cost-benefit. The U.W. System and its
institutions seek to be accountable. To be so they need

e the opportunity to establish with state government, acting -

" in a spirit of common concern for the public interest, the
kinds of information and reports which will provide for such
accountability. Effective planning of the use of staff and.
faculty time, of resources, and of resource needs would -be
‘enlidnced by such an environment. :

d. Responsibility.for decisions on the scope of the University '

- of Wisconsin System, the expectations held for the performance
‘of that System, and- the resources to be made -available to that
System are matters of public policy. Ihe University System
will be guided by the determinations of state government, as
representatives of the people, on such public policy matters.
But if it {s an expectation of state government that the
University System will plan.effectively the use of resources™
made available, and manage these resources wisely, tlien a ncw

.

] planning relationship between state government and the University
S A‘ —

ystem must be established.
2. A Proposal for a 2+2 Planning/Budget Cycle

Recognizing both the immediate fiscal problems associated with
-recession, and longer term problems associated with the cosfs of -
public services, the University Syatem most urgently advances the

- following proposal for establishing a new planning and performance
relationship between the System and state govermment which will

enhance wise plaming and- management of resources.

#

a. Purggeei

(1);To,make rational and effective plann{ng of résource
allocations possible; . ‘

¢ (2) To assure orderly and cost and quality effective adaptétioh

of institutional missions and programs to enrollment and
resource targets;

(3). To establish a process supporting the transformation,
phase down, or phase out of programs or campuses not
meeting reasonable cost and quality standards;

(4) To permit development of a University Syst¢m~capab1e of
orderly adaptation to' the future needs of society, both
as thegelgre'expertenced and as they may be anticipated,

Ay

b. Pfovisions

' (1) In keeping with the spirit of s. 16.42, Wisconsin S'.atutes
- and in an extension of that goal-objective-performance

’ - ,8pproach to state budgeting, the U.W. System will submit
biennially a 2+2 budget propesal (or contract) covering a
. four-year, rolling base period. :

A1
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(2) In its 242 propbsal, the‘éystem will:

(a) Establish campus-by-campus enrollment targets by level
and program miz. ,

(b) Define the increméngql’missions beéohd the core

instyuctional migsibn for each campus. .

- {e) Identify annual fized and incremental costs related
- to (a) and (b) above, on a two-year plus two-year
‘basis and specify all other budget increase requests
(e.g., compensation and new and changed gerviceg) on
‘a two-year only basis (as at present).

(d) Propose GPR/Fee shares of ongoinglinét}uction related
budgets. . :
(e) Define implications for campus planning including © «.
“ . the time table for decisions on adjustments needed
to maintain balance between progran activities,

maintenance of quality, and resource forecasts.

(f). Specify. performance argets and yearly benchmarks
for the campuses in relation to both the core '
ingtructional migaion and incremental migsions. ~

- . é
.

(3) 1f this pfopd%al is accepted the \State of Wisconsin would
then review the 2+2 budget proposal arid, resources
permitting, will: ] . ’

1}

rd &

Y (a) Identify two years certain, plus an additional two-year
. tentative budget authorization. for fixed cost and ‘

Workload indrease (e.g-., enrollments) under the
conditions im (2)(a-c) above. : -

(b) Act on balance of .budget request (e.g.; compensation
and new and changed services) in regular fashion. .

(c) ConfirmﬁQPR/Fee revenué requirement for. biennium
(plus tentative policy for second biennium). ‘

(d) Specify any special "fbgéed savings' requirements
on a 2+2 basis. :
¥ 1%’

The Univepsity System understands that no legislature can:

commit funding for more thay two years, nor can. the state

any more than the University System be free from such fiscal
_erises as may flow from an event such as the current recession.”
Neither the state.nor{the University System can expect to be
_ wholly free.from annud or biennial crises concerning resources
or unanticipated problems or needs. Nevertheless, it i8 possible
to normalize the basis for resource expectations on the part of
the System by projecting the policy bases for such expectations
on a four-year front, and by annual updating of the projections
to maintain a four-year front on the development, of new . bases
for fufiding and the time when these became applicabley The
result would be a stable .environfent for plamming in wnich
pegource abberations would be exceptions ' rather than e rule-

| L 49
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e " F. Lo;n -range fiscal implications of the plannin aasumgtiéna made by

s ‘ the U.W. tem and the proposal for an improved environment for

planning and ‘management made by the System.
1. If the state affirms the public policy assumptiom recomended '
by the U.W. System and the funding implications of maintaining
~levels of access and quality contained therein, the fiscal
implications would be as follows:

L] * .
o

/

.
e

a, University resource requtrements, as represented by current
budgets, adjusted for price increases compensation e

»  adjustments, would incréase modestly tg;pport the marginal
costs of new students and other workloa The rate of increase
would be sharplyﬁlessithan that experienged in the period eof
rapid growth from 1946 to 1970. g :

b. - The planning relationship proposed between state government

. and 'the System would assure the moat cost effective use -
> ' poasible of current reaourcea of personnel and facilitiea.-

c. To the extent apecified by state government, moderate requeat.
. for additional resources beyond se needed for maintenance
8 of access and quality would be forthcoming from the University
Sydtem, subject to specific review by state government. ‘

v ' .
. . v P
- .

v‘ . z | | )
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: : AN IMPORTANT TRANSITIONAL NOTE: T
i . , THE RELATIONSHIPS OF PART TWO "AND PART THREE

» I - | presented in PART TWO could lead to certain changes in the University System
: gimilar to those which would follow from the Govermor's assumptions and the
actions needed to,eustain his asswmptions: -

1 In one important way the pwminé asswnpt‘ions,,a‘hd procesges of the Regenté as o

e The Regents have been, and are prepared to provide altermative educational

uge, or to phase out, any U.W. Centers not meeting quality-cost-gize
criteria identified in this Report. Co . '

e The Regents are prepar

. universti when four- .

" make such phase dowm desirable in order to sugtain quality. at a reaso le
per student cost level for the university. S .

: @ The Regents, the System, and the institutions, will continue to phase

' out or glter programs which do not meet peasonable teats of qualitys : \

coat, productivity, responsiveness to soeietal need, or centrality to misgion|
. 3

i e Any .resources freed by .suc” ... 8 will be directed to high priority needs to _
i sustain the quality of the o, md its responsivenzsé To newly emerging
needs of the people of Wiscons.r. S ’

© aemy
®

In other impovtant ways the planning assumptions-and processes of the Regents

‘ differ markedly from the Governor 's_fiscal agsumption ( atated in PART THREE

' following), the public policy implication of his assumption, and the legislative
- | action which would be indicgbed now if the Govermor's assumptions are sugtained.

These differences can be- set forth in a swmmary way: N .

1 1.. The Regente assume that it i in the public interest for the state to
S . _ provide the resources needed .to sustain eitizen access to higher

| ‘educational opportunity. " Given the projected enrollment increases of

the next five years, this will require marginal investment of 8tate 0

resources above those needed to sustain quality in the System at its

present level of service.

- ~phe_fiscal assumption in the Govermor's request to the\ Board of Regents
ie that such pesource expectations either will not, or ghould not, or
cannot be met, and that therefore the System should now move to reduce
L ite acope and range of educational opportunity and gervice. ‘

2, The Regents propoge a planning process which would enable the System
+o mové on a four-year front on peductions in saope when and if state
projections of pegource expectations, or when and_if projections of

" declining enrollmente could be made.

.The fiscal assumption in the Govermor's request i8 that static or

declining resourceg can or should be projected now.for the next several

. biennia, and that direction to reduce the scope of the System should
‘therefore be given nouw. ® .

. . . . P o5,
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CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR IMPLEMENTING REDUCTION IN THE
R W SYSTEM UNDER THE GOVERNOR'S FISCAL ASSUMPTIONS

the Governor's Request

(8. 4 og the content of his January 8, 1975 letter as amplified in

t staff discussions, the following assumptions can be

eified as initiating the Governor's apparent conclusion that the
' Wisconsin will be begt served 1f the:

¥ = slic iaterest of the State of
o duced over the next decade:
Vo )

R TR )

<% Lsent scope of the University System is re

the state's .priorities in allocating

the tax resources available to it will not sustain support for the
University System OVver. the next decade at a level sufficient to -
saintain its present scope and quality. The most the University
‘gystem can expect in this period 1is ‘additional support to cover
galery increases ‘and inflationary price increases. (The Govgr’nor's

budget recommendations for 1975-77 do not cover pticeaingreaees.)

fiig Moy, - .
2 T R

: ;ln the Governor's judgment,

o

Al

S
s

€ the 1980's and fall below
£ i{nstitutions and programs.

garoliments will decline in the~decade o
t 41"‘1' vhich justify the present array o
- JOsouUTces required beyond the levels stipulated in A.l. to sustain
‘ ses, and support needed program changes

. quality, meet workload increa
et coms primarily from retrenchment of the current base budgets of

. tastitugions and programs. :

4

dinze of the University System )

. "‘-N?:*vf;‘:it_@*;"?';'w Pl e

{es do not sustain the anticipation of enrollment
r reducing the scope f the System. Unless '
d by admission restri tions or increasing cost

barriers, enrollments will rise for the next five years, and may rise,
tesain relatively constant, or decline, after 1983. Decisions now to

aAdticipate enrollment declines after 1983 woyld not be warranted.

Covernor's assumpt ion_about the level o iscal support possible
n in

A e next decade is sustained b the legislature, then reductio

: & ICOE’ e of the System would be warranted. It is not possible to
/ maintain quality, meet workload increases, and meet new program needs -
on the“basis of static

~ for all of the current institutions and programs
ot declining resources. - ’ .

- Undvereity Syatem stud
deolines as a basis fo
. restricted or depresse

i Closing or phasing down institutions or programs in order to free -
BE% - resources to sustain the remaining insticutions and programs can only
" decisions are accompanied

be effective if "phase out" or "phase down
opportunity for some

by "phase down' of access to higher educational opp Y )
.nlﬂ_l\lin citizens, and phase down of employment for faculty and ataff.

,::'k Porce studies indicate clearly that "phase out" or "phase down'
9‘!’-9“40 not free up-significant dollars if the students displaced
n access at other institutions in the System. Reducing the

':PO of the System to free up dollars means reducing the scope of
sducational services tb some Wisconsin citizens.
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C. Public Policy Implication of the. Governor s Fiscal Assumptions .

. The major public policy decision placed before state government 6& ‘e
Governor's fiscal assumﬁcions is whether:

1. It judges the U.W.. .System 's fisecaf and. enralbment_prOSPecta.fbr the...
. next decade to be suffictently urkertain as to warrant the zmmedzate
initiation ‘of steps to reduce the present scope and access points of
that System in order to sustain quality wzth extremely limited resources.
-]
. ,2. It judges the state. to be betté?\gerved by reaffirmation of its tradi- '
. . tional prmormty commitment .to provide higher educational opportunity
‘and services of quality to those people wishing and able to benefit
from .them, affirmation of the System's present planning approach ‘and
the resource requzrements znherent in such an approach :

i
:
]
i
!
|
S
!

D."Recommendacions of the University of Wisconsin Sy*;em

: . IF STATE GOVERNMENT DETERMINES THAT IT IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST TO AFFIRM e
- . THE GOVERNOR'S FISCAL ASSUMPTIONS THEN:

There should be a legislative finding to that effect and a legislative
mandate to the Regents to proceed to implemeut reductions in ecrpe under
a public policy determination chnc for fiscal reasons, access to higher
educational opportunity in the State of Wisconsin should be reduced.

If a legislative mandate to reduce’ the scope of the System is to be given,
‘then the U.W. System recomgends that the mandate be given for one or more
of the following classes of decisions to be taken in the order in which
these classel of decisions are here listed: .

1. A mandate to phase’ out or’&therwise ‘provide alternative use for a
specific number of U. w. Centers selected on the basis of criCeria
stated in this report.

2. A mandate to phase out or phase down one or more University QIusCer
-campuses to be selected on the basis of criteria stated in this report.
] . ’ : ) . . . .
3. A mandate to phase out, phase down, or consolidate programs in the
Doctoral Cluster, University Extension, and other institutions not .
) affected by Steps 1. and 2. above. ,
Iﬁ dddition,'che U.W. System would expect to accomplish concurrent
T reductions in Central Administrativg costs. ' T
For éach class of decisions presented above as a possible consequence of
affirmation of the Governor's fisdal assumptions, the following informacion
is provided in Subsections I-IILI which follow:
1. A statement of the criteria recommended for selecting Che'unité to be )
' affected. - |

<

2. A statement of the proceduresto be followed in reaching a final decision. o

3. A statement of the form of the legislative mandate which would direct

and authorize the Regents to prnceed with each of the classes of <
Q dec;sions possible to .reduce ;he scope of the System. t
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.1.. THE CENTER SYSTEM
. og .

(For relationships lo PART TWO plbﬁning dctibities, see transitional note on

page 18.) O )
. - .
The Criteria, i a

A.

‘1. The first campuses to be exdmined for a change in status should be

4
.

1f the decision i; to pﬁase out or devise alternative jses of selected
Center campuszs, the following criteria should be appl eé}

those: o
(a) wﬁose-currenc or projeccea enrol%g;dfzkon a fourwyeai front fall
below 250 stuflents (FIE), and/or

(b) Whosé(currenc or projected composite support indexes are more
than 20% in excess of Centez\ System avera‘ge/*° :

2. 1In determining the order within any group of Centers_ selected by
criteria 1(a) and (b) above, and judging the best op;iob'for.any
Center being examined, the following additional considerations
should be appl}ed: '

(a) Location vis-a-vis other public campuses and educational 3ervices.

(b) Relationships in terms of full-time and part-time students, program )

completion and transfer rates, cosmuting and residence proportions,
presence of System or region unique programs' or ‘services;

(c) Relationships among size, cost, and quality.

L 3

" Current costs (as measured by a Compoéice Support Index) and current and

projected enrollments for all Center System campuses dre listed on the
following page in descending cost order; those whose cost indexes exceed
the Center System average by 207% are asterisked. E

‘* This 20% threshold is intended for use in initial (1975-77) consider-

?tions only; a more suitable method may evolve as we gajn experience.
_The range of campus enrollment size in the Center System is so great
that there is danger of a repeated "averaging down" if higher cost
campuses are-eliminated. . .

*
) 3

17
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Center . 1974-75 Cost 1974-75 FTE FTE Enrollment Projections

Campus Index Enrollment . ¢_1980-81 1982-83.
" Medford” 62.35 ns 13 107 -
- Bam bt T me s
Richland* 50.80 247 G 253 - 240
. Marlmette . 50.10 256 280 266
| Marshfield 4700 : 338 396 ' jis S
' Rock  46.93 | 3% 400 380
| ~ + Barrom - 44.87 ' 458 | 492 ; 467
Sﬁeboyga;t" " 43.3% ) 451 500 - 475
. Marathon ,’ 4256 656 613 638
| Nashington 42.41 - 418 a6 423 &
Fond, du Lac 39.41 560 = 595 565
; ( Manic?;aoc 35.16 288 - , 259 . 245
‘Waukesha’ | 34.17 1,256 1,298 - 1,229
N Fox Valley 34.03 - 468 393 373
’ B. Tﬂe P:ocedﬁréb S0 ' ‘ g
' Caﬁpusen selected un&er.thé appro;riate legislative mandate and application
of criteria should be examined prior to final decision through the following

procedures:

1. Step ]: Investigation of alternatives

- The Regents should explore each of the fbllowing alternative futures
‘ for the selected Center, seeking an appraisal.of the feasibility of
each, and the relative merit of each feasible alternative:

(a) Reduced curricular breadth: Historical efforts to provide a
' freshman-sophomore curriculum at each Center which is reasonably
' ‘comparable to the basic lower division curriculum at a typical
university of the System has meant comsiderably higher cost at
the smaller Centers. N :

It would be reasonable to simulate a reduction in the curriculum

_at a selected Center to judge whether or not the curriculum that

: . could be maintained within the cost-threshold set by the Regents'
uh criterion would p:ov%ﬂg;g good quality, although limited two-year

48
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\A

‘program for students and would make it poésible for such students

to complete baccalaureate programs in the liberal arts within the
U.W. System without loss of time. .

This option weuld not reduce' the {nstitutional scope of the

~-System-but- it -would reduce .the .program scope of the selected

(b)

(c)

. 2. Step 2: Preliminary determination of the preferred optionm.

campus and reduce_the State's financial commitment through timeé — ~

to the selected Center.

Alternative educational use option: If-option (a) is not feasible,

the Regents should examine two forms of alternative educational

use for the Center campus, testing each as to its cost-effectiveness

in delivering educational services within the cost thresholds for

continued System operation: 5 L '

(1) Conversion of the.Center into an Adult Education and Learning .
Resource Center operated by University Extension. It would
appear to be feasible to establish some  level of continuing
educational use of a Center campus at costs within the Regents'
thresholds. An éxperiment could be undertaken as to the
possibility of providing good quality lower division work

. through use of a limited number of resident mentors aided by
“» commuting faculty or mediated instructional programs. ’

(2) Establish coordinate campus relationships with VTAE, providing
for joint operation of the Center under a’ common taxpayer.
support formula; or simply change to a VTAE institution either
with or without entitlement to carry on a lower division college
transfer program., Under a transfer to a VIAE district carrying
a college transfer entitlement, the per student cost . to taxpayers
for' the college transfer program would be higher than.under
_options (&) and (b) because of the VIAE formula'.for instructional
support;vbuﬁ the scope of the University System gbuld be redyced.

Phage-out option: . Since options (a) and (b) would not free net

resources to austain the quality thresholds at other institutions

of the System, the Regents would also consider phase out without

provision for alternative educational use. Such phase out would

assume a- public policy position that access to oppértunity needed -

to be constrained in order to sustain quality in a residual U.W,

System. R :

Altérnative uses for Center facilities would, of course, be sought

in cooperation with local and state government (e.g., private

Business, a federal manpower retraining center, a rehabilitation

center), but the availability of such options would not determine

the decision.

Having explored with staff, affected faculty, and the community the

available alternatives for use of the gelacted Center, the Regents

should arrive at a preliminary determination of the option which, on
‘ " balance, best serves the public interest of the State of Wisconsin,

)
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3. Step 3:.‘An open hearing in the affected community.

- Having made its preliminary determination, the Regents should convene
an open hearing in the affected community, both to discuss the
alternatives explored, and to receive public testimony of the-
alternatives and the preliminary decision,

’ o ) - o

4. Step 4: Decision

Following the open hearing, the Regents should reach a final decision
on the option to be pursued, 1ncluding specification of the legal or
policy steps needed to implement the decisjon, and the time line to be'
followed in implementation. p ,

C, Apgiogriate Legislative Action _

The appropriate legislative action to implement the foregoing procedures
could take one of the following forms:

1. "The legislature directs.the Regents'to proceed during 1975-77 with

: decisions to phase out o otherwise change the use of Centers failing
to meet performance criteria set by the Regents. Such decisions
should be 1mp1emented on Q time schedule to be eotablished by the °
Regents. L

Notwithatanding s. 36. 09(1)(3), Wis. Stats., the Regents decisions
on phase out or alternate use of Centers shall be final."

2. '"The legislature directs the Regents to proceed during 1975 77 with
identification of those Centers not meeting performance criteria set ,
by the Regents, and decision on the most desirable course of action
to follow for such Centers. The Regents have authority to proceed
with decisions regarding alternative educational uses of the Centers
identified, but if their decision is that any Center should be phased

. out, this deeioion should be brought as a recommendation,to the 1977
legislature." -
) . . .

3. "The legislature directs the Regenta to proceed during 1975-77 with -~

phase out of one or more Centera selected by the Regents on the basis
' of their performance criteria.’

) N N "

a ; 5 :

IT. THE UNIVER§ITY CLUSTER )
N s j‘. ./

(For relationships to PART TWO ngnnzng actzvztzee, see trangitional note on
page 18.)

If the legislatire determines that reductions of the scope of the U,W, System
beyond those involving the Center System should be undertaken, it would be
appropriate to direct the phase down or phase out of one or more of the '
University €luster universities. The criteria to be applLed for such selection,
the recommended procedures, and the appropriate legislative’ action ‘follow,
together with a statement relating these criteria, procedures, an- actions =~

to the U,W. System planning process described in PART TWO of thiy report.

50
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A. I%e Ctitetta‘

~

1. Effect on access to educational 6pporcunicy for Wisconsin residents.

&

. Phase downIOt phase out is less undesirable for institutions serving

<~hw~»~#wfewet/ﬁléconsinmxeaiden;amuighinf99@@@Fi§8~52989m9f”5hﬁw1“BC1C“C1°“° *
‘ - ; ot et

4

2. Relationship to ptojecﬁed eﬁtdllments based on'demogfaghic trends.

[

4
Phase down or phase out {s less undesirable for institutions faced
with declining commuter-based demand than for institutions. in areas
of -projected expanding commuter demand . . '

3. Cost-gize teiationshigg éng gtojected,telacionshigs.

Phase down or phase out is less undesirable for institutions whose
< costs Or ptpjecteg costs are more than 20% above the Cluster average.

4, Reiationshig to iﬂtellectual,'cuitutal, and economic vitality of

the region. | N
* . Phase down or phase out is less undesirable for institutions whose

loss would least affect-the {ntellectual, cultural, and economic
vitality of the region. ‘

’

5. kelationshig to statewide -System glannigg. . -

Phase down or phase out would be less undesirable for institutions
with fewer educationally unique program elements, services, and
innovations responsive to System and societal long-range needs.

6. Relationship to needs of special populations. . -

Phase down or phase out decisions would be less undesirable for
{nstitutions whose loss would affect less the opportunities of
populations pteviously,disadvantaged in their search for
edugational opportunity (e.g., minorities; women).

'B. The Procedurés
.

1. Stap 1: Eiamination of alternatives.

The situation of institutions selected for phase down or phase out
- agfon cﬁg basis of the criteria stated would be explored with faculty,
staff, administration, and the community in terms of the following .
alternatives: . . \\

(a) Phase out of'major progrdan elements aécomaaniea by a concomi tarit
phase down of the .institutional mission. ’

T e The option would aim at redyctions in mission scope designed
‘ to bring the institution-into a size-mission relationship which
would assure that the remaining.mission could he accomplished
and provide educational services of quality at a cost threshold
sei_by the Regents. '

- '51‘ .
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: - (b) Phase out of gngduate,upper bnd/ar-Zower division levels.

s o This option would aim at that \reduction in the levels of

’ instruction needed to achieve educational services of
\ : quality for the remaining levels at a cost threshold set
. by the Regenta. :

I ° _Specifically emining the alternntive of phaaing out some .
P or all post-baccalaureate programs, followed by exploration !
b of the alternatives of phasing out all or part of junior-
- senior programs, or all or part of freshman-sophomore

programs.,

(c) Phase out of the institution. . y
l ' e The Regents assume that this option would not be exercised
2 : unless subsequent to or concurrent with the phase out of
all geographically proximate two-year centers.

2. ‘Step 2 Preliminary selection of the preferred options.
m Having examined the relatma}in:he optiohs available, the
gt

. Regents would make preliminary determination of the option seeming
; ( best to serve the public interest of the State of Wisconsin.

1
A -~
; 3. Step 3¢ Open hearing. . : '

{ Prior to final action on a decision, the Regents would conduct an

| open hearing in the affected community for purposes of discussion
of their preliminary findings, and taking testimony from the public
as to the available alternatives or alternatives which might be
suggested.

‘ 4. Step 4: Decisionm.

Following the open hearing, the Regents would determine the decision
to be affirmed, together with the legal and policy steps needed for
ite implementation, and the time line to be followed in: implementation.

C. Appropriate legialative action.

The appropriate legialative action needed to implement decisions ,

under the foregoing criteria and procedures could take one of the followi,ng
forms: .

1. "The legislature directs the Board of Regents to proceed in 1977-79

- with selection of one or more four-year campuses for possible phase down
or phase out decisions, using the basis of criteria stated by the
. Regents, after foll,owing the procedures recommended by the Regents.

" " Notwit -tnnding 8. 36.09(1)(g), Wis. Stats., the Regents are authorized
- . to prodeed with a phnne out decision far one or more campuses."

52
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"The legislature directs the Board of Regents to proceed in 1977-79
with.selection of one or more four-year campuses for possible phase
out or phase down decisions, using the basis of criteria stated by.
the Regents, after following the procedures recommended by the

. Regents. ’

If the Board determines that it should recommend phase out of one-
7 0r more campusesiig/l 7-79, that recommendation shall be brought .

to the 1977 gession of the legislature for final disposition by the

legislature." <_ o ‘ E

¢

3. "The legislature directs the; Boa
- (alternatively the designation o
etc.) University Cluster univers

in .1977-79 on the basis of the c

rd of Regents ;g/phlae,out one A
£ a larger number, e.g., two, three,
{ties with selection to be implemented
riteria set by the Regents, and

following the decision steps recommended by the Regents."

III. = THE DOCTORAL CLUSTER, UNIVERSITY EXTENSION, AND
INSTITUTIONS NOT AFFECTED BY I. AND II. ABOVE

(For relationships to PART THO planning activities, see transitional note on

page 18.)

el

A

1f the legislature determines tha
accomplished through its directiv
Cluster institutions do not go fa

¢t reductions in 'the scope of the System
es concerning the Center System and University
r enough, then it would be appropriate for

-the legislature to direct reductions in
UW-Extension,
actions in 1975-77 and 1977-79.

and Centers and other four
A generalized reduction in the scope of these

the scope of Uw%Mddison,:UW%Milwaukee;
-year universities not affected by &

institutions could be directed
as a percentage of their base

for 1979-81 on the basis of a fiscal target set.
budget requirements as these requirements would .0

have otherwise been derived.
‘achieved by phase out, cousolidation,

for additional Centers.

The Regents do not foresee as

by UW-Extension.

The assumption would be that this target would be -

the case of Centers not previously affected, phase out or alternate use decisions

feasible the phase out of either of
the doctoral institutions or of the mission represented st
For example, by any set of plausible criteria.

or structural change in programs, or; in

[

ructurally

the major research, gradua
institution of the System,

Similarly, a major univers
center will remain an eass

. and this {rdtitution must remain large if it is to

te education, and advanced professional education
UW-Madison is an essential foundation for the System,
be quality and cost effective.
ity located in the state's largest metropolitan

ential characteristic of effective service, as will

And

some level of regional distribution of institutions. , finally, UW-Extension
represents organizationally a substantial part of the three basic missions of
public universities, the mission of public service defined to include continuing
education. ’ .

a4

Nevertheless, if the public policy decision is that the System should reduce
the scope of its services by an order of magnitude beyond that described in I.
and II., such a goal could be accomplished only by reducing the scope and
educational services of the System's larger, as well as its smaller units.

: .
=3

Yo v,
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The criteria for examining program Scope in the remaining larger institutions,
and the steps in reaching decisions on such matters follow:

A.%‘he Criteria . . '

-ty Relationshi of _program to opportunities available elsewhere.
Consideration should be given t phase down or phaée out of programs
. for which reasonably equivalent e cational opportunity is available
' -elsewhere in the System. : 3

2. Size-cost relationships
. . (3
Consideration should be given to phase down or phase out of programs
i whose current and projected size generate unit costs above those
“ ’/’;hresholda {dentified by the Regents for such programs.

\*3J\'Relationshi of program to Wisconsin's intellectual cultural and

L economic vitality. *
i 14

‘Consideration should be given to phase down ‘or phase out of programs
whose loss would be less damaging to''the intellectual, cultural and
economic vitality of Wisconsin than would follow from siternative
choices. In.this connection attention should be given to the program's
significance in attracting extramural support, and in establishing -
the national and international reputation for intellectual vitality
now held by Wisconsin. .

4. Relationship of structure to costs.:

> \ .
Consideration should be given to sttuctural changes whiéh would reduce
. the costs of delivering needed educational s;rvicea while retaining
- the quality of those services. : \\

5. Relationship to societal need. »

Consideration should be given to the phase down or phase out of

programs whose loss would be less damaging to the perceived long-term

needs of Wisconsin for well-educated leadership and professional

competence, the revitalization of such leadership and competence,

and the expanding knowledge base needed for meeting and anticipating
. societal problems. . - ’ '

6. Relationship to the needs of special populati ns.

-

Consideration should be given to the phase down or phase out of programs
whose loss would be less damaging to the educational opportunities of
populations historically disadvantaged in the search for, educational ¢
opportunity, e.g., minorities and women.

o4
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B. The Procédures

1. Step 1: Examination of alternatives

. The Regents would explore alternative decisions on program phase out
- or phase down decisions which could be contemplated for the Doctoral
Cluster institutions, University Extension, and other universities

and Centers not préviously affected, as a means of achieving

stipulated fiscal targets. Among the alternatives to be explored

would be: '
LA ," T (a) Phase out or alternate-use for additional CenCers. .
(b)fPhase out of major programs gselected on the basis of the above .
‘criteria. ) -

(c) Phase out of stipulated levels of instruction for particular
programs oOr institutions.

Ao

{(d) Consolidation of doctoral programs énd research centers. -

(e) Phase down of UW-Extension programs and services.

' * o 5 .
2. Step 2: ?reliminary identification of selected;ggﬁigns. Lo

On the basis of Task Force recogg@gﬁgtionswandmanalysis, the Regents ;"
would identify in a preliminary way those options which segmed best )
, to meet .the fiscal targets stipulated while protecting insofar as
——— possible the public interest. "

[ 4

. -~
v H

. : 3., Gtep 3: In-depth simulation of decision congequences.” -

 °  On the basis of preliminary identification of decision options, the
Regents.would,ask for in-depth study of the fiscal, educational,
human, and economic’ consequences of the options identified.
Consultation,with affected institutions and faculties would be:
involved in such study. :

3y

1

-~

4. Step 4: Public hearing.

Following such in-depth.study, decisions continuing to hayé preliminary
endorsement by the Regents would be the subject of open hearings for

the institutions affectedv,

»
4

5. Step. S: Decision.

, . | | )
Following the open hearing, the Regents would make their final
determinations and establish both the policy steps need for ‘
{mplementation, and the time table to be ‘followed.
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C. Appropriate legislative action.

If the legislature determines that the Regents should be directed to
proceed with the application of the criteria and the procedural steps
stated, the appropriate language for such direction would be as follows:

"The legislature directs the Board of Regents to proceed by
1979-81 with decisions reducing the scope of UW-Madison, ‘
UW-Milwaukee, UW-Extension, and other universities and Centers
not ‘previously affected, by additional phase out or alternative
use of Centers, phase down or phase out of programs, program
consolidation or structural changes in ways sufficient to reduce
the base fiscal need of these institutions, individually or
severally, by an amount equivalent to 5% (or a percent otherwise
stipulated) cf the base budget otherwise projected as minimal to
support services of quality. Decisions, their consequences, and
their projected time table for implementation should be reported
to the Legislature." s

N

IV. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

The Preaident s Task Force Report, Book I, includes a simulation of three
alternative models for the organization of UW Central Administration:
(a) a maximum management model which would significantly increase the size

‘
.o

of central ‘staff and operations by replacing campus administration of specified

.functions; (b) continuation of the present mixture of planning, service, and

coordinating functions joined to specific and limited monitoring and management

functions; and (c) removal of management and service functions by ré-creation’
of a planning and program review staff similar to that maintained by statewide
coordinating commiaaiona. .

, - .
It is not clear from the simulation that cost-saving to thé System would result

from a move from the present organization either toward a more centralized
operation or toward a’‘more decentralized one. Option (c) would have the
immediate effect of reducing the scope of central, administration, but would
involve concurrent increments in the administrative costs of the campuses and
state government. Option (a), the strong central management form, could in
theory reduce total administrative costs for the System, but would have the
propensity to develop large-scale educational inefficiencies by removing

‘decisions from the hands of those closest to the point of their impact and

into the hands of a remote administrative staff.

If the Legislature sustains the Governor 8 assumptions about the resource
expectations of the UW System, and directs one 6r more steps to reduce the
scope of the System, it would be appropriate for the Regenta to reduce the
scope of central adminiatration.

-

~ - V. A NOTE ON TIMING 4 ;

In concluding PART THREE of this report, it is noted that a leéislative
affirmation of the Governor's assumptions followed by a legislative
direction to implement several or all of the alternatives 'outlined above .

. for reducing the scope of the System in a time period less than that
-suggested for a pﬂased approach would precipitate a major management

and morale crisis tn the System. e

- v
I .

'S ’ . ,l) @)

“—




,_' this reason it is recommended that 1f multiple directives are to be
sued, these be ph‘/;d over at least three biennia with no more than one
g9 of reductions rasked in each of the successive biennia.

Lo IV.  IN CONCLUSION

1

e A Decision égenda for Wisconsin State Govermment

4 .

1. The major public policy decision before state government is
whether. _ “

a. It judges the UW System's fiscal and enrollment prepspects

for the next decade to be sufficiently uncertain as to warrant .
Y the immediate initiation of steps designed to reduce the
2 2l present scope and access points of that System in order tec
-y _ sustain quality with extremely limited resources.

'.. . . or . . B~

o mation of its traditional priority commitment to provide

s A higher educational opportunity, and services of quality to

B ) those people wishing and able to benefit from them, and affir-
2 mation of the UW System's current planning approach to

e accommodating an uncertain future, along with the resource

T It should be clear that neither judgment is aimed at simply .
i preserving the status quo and that the same criteria would be
relied upon by the System in inplementing either approach.

' | 2, A reaffirmation of b. above would be consistent with the basic
' assumption from which the University System planning is
<£f e administered by the Board of Regents. .

3. 'Confirmation of the decision under a. above to reduce selectively
the scope of the System and the scope of its programs and services
would be consistent with the fiscal assumptions leading to the
Governor's_request to the Board.of Regents.

/ - 4. One alternative to the foregoing choice would be a decision to

‘ direct maintenance of the scope of services together with static
resources by lowering the quality of those services. This has been
rejected by the Regents as wholly contrary to the public interest.
Access to education or services of low quality would be a delusion
rather than an opportunity for Wisconsin people.

5. The implications of the public policy choices to be made by state
. ' government can be summarized in the-columns which follow:

v , ' '

753?ﬁ. '3.-'It judges the public interest to be better served by a reafiir— C

requirements inherent in such an approach . o




o
DECISIONS AND ACTIONS WHICH WOULD

FOLLOW FROM UW SYSTEM'S ASSUMPTIONS .

DECISIONS AND ACTIONS WHICH WOULD
FOLLOW FROM GOVERNOR'S ASSUMETIONS

b

Reaffinnatzoi offh com&étment'to educa-
tional opportunity, of quality for thoge
w1ahzng and able to benefit implies:

'1. The Regents should proceed with
" planning directions now established

. and those proposed. Those estab-
lished include:

a. Rigorous application of the.
principles that all programs’
. must meet tests of quality,”
productivity, responsiveness
‘to societal need, cost-effec-
tiveness, and as appropriate
centrality to the basic mission
and puepose of higher education.

Continuous audit and'review,of- .

all existing programs on the
basis of these standards.

Elimination or alteration of.
low priority programs to
reallocate resources to higher
priorlty goals.

Rigoroul'ecruciny of all new
programs on the basis of
criteria established.

Application of “cost and quality
effective practices including:

4

(1) Interinstitutional resource
sharing through consortia.
(2) Comnsolidation of small
program units to reduce
overhead. .

(3) Continuous institutional
review of low enrollment
‘courses and programs.

«}4/"

Enhance inatitutional vitality

‘through appropriate faculty

and staff development programs

and practices.

-

Decision to reduce seleatively the scope

of opportunity and services to constrain

“or reduce resource requirements implies:
. - ¢

S The'legisleture should direct the

Regents to reduce the scope’of the
System, and the scope of its programs
and setvices. in selective anmd phased
ways designed to damage least the
public interest as a whole. _

The first step in such directed
reduction to be initiated by
1977 should be: - '

- Phase out or alternative
educational use for Centers not ,
-meeting Regent-established criteria.
As many as three Centers would face
this possibility.

.- If the goal is to reduce the
scope of the System in order
to free up public dollars
in toto, then it would follow
that the directive should be

o phase out selected Centers.

The second step in such directed
reduction, to be implemented by 1979,
should be to phase down or phase out
selected four-year campuses chosen-
on_the basis of the Regents' criteria.

- If the purpose of such direction
is to free up dollars, it should
be understood that such phase down
or phase out would be accompanied
‘by reductions in the scope of
educational services and opportunities
provided for Wisconsin. / e

Phase out of a four-year campus
should not be directed without
prior or concurrent phase out of

geographically proximate tg;téfgp

Centers. 4

/
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. DECISIONS AND ACTIONS 33
U.W, SYSTEM CURRENT ASSUMPTIONS

ol
8'

e

Seek investmqht in/innovations . 4.

. likely to produce /long-range

ffective
ing educational

quality and cost-
methods of provi
setvices. !

Those prooose“ 1nc1ude

a.

Establishment of a four-year »
planning front for all inmstitu- °
tions specifying enrollment,
fiscal, and performance targets,
with an annual update. . .

" Application of cost-size-quality

criteria.to Centers noted in Part
Three and alteration or phase out
of those not meeting criteria.

4

Applicatioﬁ of plapning to
reduce the scope of universities

.over a four-year pertod in

which ehrollment and fisoal tar-
gets require suecn reduction to
maintain qggltty.

Support for studies leading to
possible consolidation of 5.
UW-Superior and UM-Duluth.

Intensified joint planning with

VTAE on resource sharing.

Strengthen existing consortia

and expand such arrangements. 6.

Strengthen interinstitutional
planning with independent
colleges and universities.
Systemwide enhancement of
institutional program audit

and review actions by selective
lateral audit and reyiew of °
replicated and specialized

programs. 7

The Regents ask that state govern- . 7.

ment, support development of a
better environment for effective
long-range- planning. 1nc1ud1ng:

More stable underatandings on -

the base for the resource

.expectations of the System, .
including development of four- )
_year planning authorizations

subject to.biennial appropria-

limm Anbiann
. LSRN

‘or Steps 1, 2, and 3.

N

DZCISIONS & ACTIONS .
GOVERNOR'S’ ASSUMPTIONS

The third 3t2p in such directed

reduction, to be implemented by
1981, would be to accomplish a
reduction in the base budget
requirements of the System by a

“gpecified percentage of the require-

ment otherwise needed to sustain quality.
This would be accomplished by selective
phase out, consolidation, or structural
alteration of programs in institations
not affected by 2. and 3. foregoing,
including the doctoral cluster and
UW-Extension. ‘
- Such reductions would.be "
accompanied by reduction in the
scope of opportunity and services
provided, -including numbers o

students served.

- Counted against the fiscal
targets for such reduction in
scope would be the reallocations
achieved by the institutions
between 1975-79 through continous
program audit and review activity.

A concurrent step in all directed
steps to reduce the scope of the
System would be direction to reduce -
central administrative services

and functions in proportion to other
reductions directed.

A finding that it is in the publiec
interest to reduce the scope of the
System could be followed by
diréction to apply only the Step 1
reduction, or the Step 1 and 2,
‘This deter-
mination would follow from decision

as to the magnitude of the fiscal

constraint to be established, and
the magnitude of the reduction in

" opportunity and services to be

achieved.

It should be undertood that closing
institutions and programs to achieve
fiscal constraints-during a period
when enrollments are expected to
increase’ would probably require the
Regents ‘to establish enrollment
limitations for the remaining
institutjons. The effect would be
a need t&\:pportion a scarcity of
resources as wisely as possible.

3




~ U.W. SYSTEM CURRENT ASSUMPTIONS

'b', More lead time on reductions

[
\

DECISIONS AND ACTIONS 3% 'DECISIONS & ACTIONS
)~ GOVERNOR'S ASSUMPTIONS

in base resources when these .
are indicated as fiscal planning

- goals to permit effective staff
and program contractions.

BE USED IF THE LEGISLATURE AFFIRMS THE
GOVERNOR'S ASSUMPTIONS AND MANDATES ONE
OR MORE OF THE ABOVE STCPS APPEARS IN
‘THE PRESIDENT'S REPORT AT THE FOLLOWING
LOCATIONS: . | )
Page 24: Item C (Centers)
Pages 26-27: Item C (Univ.Cluster)
Page 30, Item C (Others)

c. More attention to the cost-benefi
implications of studies and
analyses requested or required
to reduce costly administrative

" overhead.

The Regents and the UW System understand that affirmation of Wisconsin's

histori: .commitment to higher educational opportunity does not and cannot

‘commit the state to a particular level of spénding which wight be i'equ:l.x +d in the

future to inplement fully that goal. They understand the impact of current
recession and the pot al of an uncertain economic future on the ability
of ‘the state to realize all desirable goals.

The Regéntl and fhe University System ask only that changes in public policy

- goals for higher education not be superimposed upon fiscal constraints without

public debate and an informed decision, and that if fiscal determinations >
dié¢tate constraint upon educational opportunity, the steps needed to reduce

~ tha scope of the Unlversity's programs and services in order to sustain the

quality of that which remains be openly understood.

4
3

b0

THE DRAFT STATUTORY LANGUAGE WHICH OOULD |

Y 8
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Governor Lucey's letter to Mr..Pelisek (January'8, 1975)
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: b .
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' STATE OF WISCONSIN EXHIBIT #1
" OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR ’
I\lf\DIS()N. WISCONSIN : 53702

PAVIRICK 3 LUCKY
L3 COVERNOR

\ .
January 8, 1975

” ¢

Frank J. Pelisek, President
Board of Regents of the .
University of Wisconsin System
Madison, Wisconsin . .' /

Dear Regent, Pelisek:

I wanted you to know as early as possible of my intention to
place in the executive budget for the UW System directives which
speak to the longer term implications of the fiscal recommen-
dations of that budget; and the fiscal constraints in which our
policies for higher education over the next decade will have to
be framed. The budget directives will reflect the policies 4nd
considerations which the re inder of this letter expresses.

Throughout Wisconsin's history, the people of this state have
been extremely generous in their commitment to public higher
education. State policy has been guided by the twin goals of
establishing thé highest quality university education possible,
and assuring access to that education for people from all back-
* grounds and all regions of the state. In a time of .rigid fiscal
constraints such as state government currently faces, we cannot
abandon those goals, but neither can we ignore how a pattern of
unrestrained University growth, originating in a far different
economic¢ ¢limate,®if carried forward into this biennium and -
. future biennia, can come at the expense of the achievement of

*our historic goals.

The taxpayers of Wisconsin-already have the third highest

per capita commitment to higher education in America, despite
the fact that we rank 27th in per capita income. Given the
level of that commitment, we cannot now ask any less of the
University in meeting tRe fiscal emergency the state faces than
we do of any other state agency--even while recognizing that
the fiscal limitations we place on the University may have
different short-term and long-range implications for the
operation of the University System than they have in other
agencies. : ‘ :

¥
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Specifically, in 1975-77, the University System will need to

live substantially within its current yeir supply and expense
budget, and find room for additional productivity savings.
Budgets for support services, computing services, and
instructional supplies will be less than the level of support
previously provided. To the extent that larger enrollments come .
to the University System duving the next biennium, additional
enrollment funding may not be available. . Insofar as possible,
the System and its Institutions will be asked to absorb these

enrollments through increases in fagulty workload.

These, circumstances are regrettable. -They represent, however,
the fiscal stringency facing state government and the state as

a whole. More importantly, they also forecast the fact that

the University System and the state should be planning now-to
reduce . the scope and/or number of its array of higher educational
institutions and programs in order to be able to support respon-

sibly the needs of the institutions and programs which are to

be maintained. The wisdom of undertaking this effort is under-
lined not only by the problems we face in the current biennium,
with recession joined to inflation, but also by projections of
a substantial decline in numbers of students seeking higher
education in the decade just ahead.

! . . ' .
For these reasons, I am asking that the Board of Regents care-
fully weigh the alternatives and make specific recommendations
for phasing out, phasing down, oOr consolidating existing centers,
campuses, colleges, and programs of’ the System for purposes of
helping to generate in the course of the next four to six years
the, resources needed to maintain the quality and health of the
University of Wisconsin System as a whole. : ‘

.By April 15, 1975, 1 ask that the Board of Regents bring to

my office and the Legislature a plan for phasing out, phasing

down, or consolidating institutions and programs, including a
statement of language to be inserted into the 1975-77 biennial

budget which would authcrize implementation of the plan.

The study leading to the plan should include to the extent it

is possible, analysis not orly of the educational consequences

of what may be proposed, but the broader implications of various
courses of action as well. I am certain that the Deffartment of
Administration, particularly the State Planning Office, and other
state agencies will provide such sistance to the Regents and
the University System as they ma st in furthering the study.
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1

I am mindful of the apprehensions which will be created by

the fact of this study. I observe, however, that Board acticens
to date, and the Board position in its Budget Policy -Paper #2.0
(Section D) have initiated serious and continuing attention to
the size and scope of the University System. Consistent with
the Board's position, I believe it is better that we now face
forthrightly the question of how the' University System can best
reduce the scope of its institutions and programs in order to
make it possible for the State of Wjsconsin to enter the decade
of the 1980's with a System of a size and character which can
be maintained at the highest level of quality.

Sincerely,

o




EXHIBIT #2

STATEMENT BY MR. PELISEK 1-10°75

N
B . -~

The,UniverSiﬁy of Wisconsin System has been asked by the Governor of the State

’

of Wisconsin to develop a plan for reducing'thé scope of the academic enterprise of

the Syétem~by phasing out or phasing down cenéers, campuseé and prograﬁs. We are

«
[}

asked to present this plan to state government by April 15, 1975, so that lanquage
-1:"”

enabling Lts xmplementation can be made a part of the 1975-77 biennial budget.

The purpose of the plan should be to define those’ actions which, byfreducxng

v A

~ the size of the System, would help generate over the ﬂbxt four to six years the

resources needed to maxntain the quality’ and héalth of the System as {t would
tpen be. organized. / B T

while the request to develop the plan is prompted by the current fiscal
stringencies faciqg'the State and the University System, t is action would also
be an aspect of the planning needed to prepare for the decli in the colleée age

poralation which will affect Wisconsin in the decade of the 1980s.

we must respbnd to the Governor's charge, even qpough we may not believe tbat

Y

phasing out or phasing down centers and .campuses is necessarily in the best interes;

Y“ A,

of the University System and the State of Wisconsin. If the choice is ultimately

between a System of the present scope facing a decline in quality because of

£l .

Lnddeqﬁgte funding, or a smaller System which can be maintained at a higher levgl

> A

of quaiity, then the choice must be made. The best interests of the System and

the State will be served by any and all steps needed to assure that ﬁpblic higher

. -

education in Wisconsin is of the highest quality. In this épirit, as President of

the Board, I have asked the President of the UW System to proceed as follows:
. kd '

1. To appoint and convene forthwith a System ﬂdvisory Planning Task Force

which shall be chaired by a sehior officer ‘of ‘Central Administration and

)
<

which shall include faculty members, administrators. and students.

6C
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2. In consultation with this Task Force, to create from its membership, or
hmembershipg as augmented, ‘a group of Study Committees, each of which’wiII'

study a particular problem aréa related to the phasing out orx phasing down

of centers, campuses and academic programs and recommend those actions -

“  which could be taken in its problem area which wo€5;V4;;::;)phe present

scope of the System.

3. In consultation, with the Task Force, to define the problem area to be
addressed by each Study Committee, the magnitude of the fiscal tarqet éo be
achieved by its recommendations, and the full chazge to be given to each

Study Committee. ' :(

4. To define the method by which the reports of the Study Committees shall.

be blended into a plan for discussion and final action by the Board of,

4
Regents. ,

The President shall provide an interim report to the Board at its February

. meeting on the organization of tﬂé Task Force and Study Committees, the charges

1]
gi¥en to the Study Committees, and the procedures to be used in developing the

’
final report to the Board. _ ‘
) a
The president shall report his recommendedvplan to the Regents for discussion
anq fiinal action at a.special goard meeting, enabling the Board to meet the 3
Apri} 15, 1975 deadline set by the Goveinor.

The President may, if he judges it to be desirable, employ consultants

external to the System in thé evaluation of the 3tudy Committee reports and for

-asgistance in blending these reports into the plan to be prgsented to the Regents.

" He is also authorized to take such other steps as may be convenient and necessary

: to accomplish the task. .

I wish to emphasize that the clear mandate of- this Task Force is to work within

? *

the assumgtions contained, within the Governor's letter and to meet the specific

planning requests contained therein. ’

! ) o

o ) 3
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EXHIBIT #3

. BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

Frank J. Pélisck, President J. S. Holt, Secretary Bertram N. McNamara, Vice President
e 250 E. Wisconxin Avenue 1866 Van Hise Hall 615 E. Michigan Avenue
; Milwaukee 53202° MADISON, WISCONSIN 53706 Milwaukee 53202 .
414-271-6562 ~ 608-262-2324 414-276-2781 )

o~

1

-March 28, 1975

President John C. Weaver

.University of Wisconsin System

1700 Van Hise Hall - : '
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 .

Dear John: . .
.t
I-have had an obportunisxﬂ;o’féad over the System Advisory
Planning Task Force Reporf:#hd want to add my persgnal commendation
— for Don Smith-and the Task Force members' impressive work.

I know that you are now at work preparing your report and
\ recommendations to the Board. It is my sense of Regent expectations

in this matter that your report will speak not only to the specific
charge and assumptions in the Governbr's January 8th letter to me,
but also include a companion statement of the System's current
approach to long-range planning and the basic assumptioms regarding
Regent and public policy upon which it is based. Without -such a
statement readers of our response to the Governor's charge will
Vview it with no appropriate reference point and this would be
unfortunate indeed. I’ assume, as well, that your report will
frame the public policy questions which the Legislature must decide.

Perhaps® these items were already a part of your approacﬁ and
my suggestions will only reinforce their merit and importance. 1.
realize chat, like the Task Force, you are laboring under severe
time constraints and I look forward to receiving the report for
discussion at our special meeting on April 18.
L 4
; : Sincerely,

- ' Frank J. Pelisek
- President

cc: Governor Patrick Lucey
" Board of Regents : . : ~
Chancellors




EXRIBIT #4.

-

SUMMARY: Book I, Report of the System Advisory Planning Task Force Studying
the Scope of the University of Wisconsin System

if " 3 s

} Universities have been historically one of the major agencies
% through which society cultivated the resources of knowledge - .
: . and educated people needed to address current complex problems

: and to respond flexibly to ‘new problems as they emerge. . Viewed ° .
t this way, the university is an investment society makes in its _

‘g search for a better future. This view does not automatically h e

.3 say that any level of public investment in higher, education is

i; ' ‘necessarily either possible or productive.. It suggests, however,
d that decisions to reduce current levels of investment should he
§£ : made with caution and with thorough attention to the long-

:i ' range implications of such decisions. )

. (Prologue, Chapter 1II)

[} -~

' The report of the task force includes more than 300 pages of reports, analyses,
and summaries of simulations relevant to long-range planning for the university
system. In keeping with the charge to the task force, it does not make recommenda-
tions concerning the scope of the UW System. This summary Will serve to highlight
the most important findings of the analyses and studies.

1. Wisconsin's achievement and effort in higher education (Section A, Chapter VI)

Wisconsin ranks relatively high in the proportion of population recognized
as potential users of higher education. The state ranks 4th nationally in
its higher education burden measured by the number of high school graduates
in relation to population, and number of residents in state public schools in
relation to population. It is 25th, but below the national average in dollars, :
in providing tax support for the instruction of ‘each 'student in its university
system. Wisconsin charges higher than average tuition in its public univetsities
in relation to per capita income of its citizens. ) T

2. Public policy issues (Chapter II)

Five public policy issues should be resolved as the basis for a'.'* decision to
reduce the scope of the UW System. These are: ’

a. iccess. To what extent does the state wish to make higher education
available to those wishing it and able to profit from it?

b: Quality. Does the sé;tg view'quality as the central or first priority to -
be maintained by public universities? A .0

c. Cost and campus size. Should the system seek to reduce costs while main-
taining quality by concentrating its resources on fewer and larger : .
campuses rather than maintaining more institutions of various size? ‘

d. Regional development. Should the state support multi-purpose universities -
in- all regions of the state to enhance the intellectual, cultural, and
economic development of all regions? .

4
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e. Variety of options. ‘Should the systép enphasize variety of educational

L el = NI

3 programs available, or offer a reduced range of liberal arts and
«g_ professional curricula? . ‘ :
3 i
Y . . ) . ™
B Implications drawn from the simulation studies. (Sections A,B,C Chapter 1IV).
4 3 . ' . - . - ) S
ﬁ The task force carried out simulations of the closing of six universities,

seven UW Centers, and of phasing down or phasing out 14 combinations of colleges v
and schools. 1In additiof,, multiple simulations were undertaken of six classes

of university programs: degree programs, support programs, Ssummer sessions,
intercollegiate athletics, and two’treatments of public service and UW-

Extension. The task force warns against the difficulty of generalizing from

the simulations now performed, and urges the importance of more detailed study ‘
of any’decision under study for possible implementation. ' -

A

However, certain implications‘do emerge from a study of the simulations now
performed; : . -

a., It seems clear that substantial cost savings through closing institutions.
or major units will follow only if such steps reduce total enrollments
in the system, either through enforced or inherent reduction .in access
to other institutions by the students affected. I1f efforts are made: to ¢
 maintain full access by absorbing the additional students in other
: institutions, and by increasing aid to commuter students who would
' otherwise bc unable to seek university education, then the savings
become marginal. ’ '

o

b. A short term decision to close a school/college can generate serious short
term/problems for the campus affected. Such a decision, accompanied by
reduction in campus enrollments, could drive up per student costs of
instruction for the remaining students by reducing enrollments more
rapidly than adjustments in fixed costs for the campus can be made.

c. Decisions on the phasing out of particular academic or support programs
developed an extraordinarily .complex set of interactions. Closing a
program without closing the whole budget unit in which it is placed has
little or no effect on costs. Closing- whole budget units has marginal
effect, but involves the complications alluded to in b. . Phasing out a

? program whose faculty carry a high service load for other programs requires
L retention of most faculty and saves litctle. If students in the program
S transfer to higher cost -programs, these sayings would disappear.

d. Given the complex interactions involved, the current system process of
program audit and review, involving judgments on program quality, need,
producﬁivity, and ¢ost, is the best approach to pruning low priority
programs. Cost savings by institutions will be more the product of
efforts to manage class size by appropriate curricular modification, and
efforts to consolidate small budget units .than simply efforts to phase
out programs. - i ' -

e. The consequehces of closing an institution, in addition to the loss of
unique educational programs offered, involve the loss of intellectual,
cultural, recreational and economic benefits to the community and region.

y
L F '
1
k)
i
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4 Proéedures arnd criteria for decisions'to\cloée an institution or céqpusa

" (Chapter III)

Procedures:

\'ao

b.

Ce

close and implementation, to permit humane and prud?nt'adjustmenta.

-down is appropriate.

BN
&

/

‘An open hearing should be provided for the cdmmunity involved prior to
decision. .

H]

Ample time should béLallowed between announcement of an intention to °

P 4

Four year campuses and UW Centers should be judged by different criteria. l
' |

|

\

|

"Flagging" campuses for detailed study for possible phase out or phase

Criteria: The institution under evaluation should be judged according to:

gpe;quélity and scope of programs appropriate to‘its mission;

qﬁé ability of the institution to fulfiil its ﬁission'at reasonable
cost; . T '
Ral#tionship of presént hnd projected enrollments to the support of
programs and a faculty sufficient to meet the institutional mission

at roascnable cosk. N

Consideration should be given to the effect\ggjclésure on access to higher

education, access to unique programs in Wisconsin, and publ}é service to the
region. . : . 7

Coniidek&tion should be given to redefinition of mission and program scope °
as an alternative to closing, ‘ : -

Consideration shoy be given to the human costs of closure, the costs to
the host community, and the net savings to the state after costs associated -
with closure have been calculated. ' These consequences should be screened
against the cost to the state of maintaining the institution to see whether
the net savings warrant sustaining the costs 'of closure. '

5. Costs and campus size. (Section c, Chgptet II; Section E, Chapter 1v;
Section C, Chapter VIII) ‘ .

" The
and
_any
the
The

costs of a campus may be identified as fixed costs; incremental costs;
variable costs. Fixed costs are those needed to operate a campus of
size, Incremental costs are the addition to fixed costs experienced as
campus grows larger ahd“develops more programs, colleges, and schools.
variable costs are those associated directly with numbers of students -

in terms of numbers of faculty required, and’ instructional supply and
expense costs. ‘ : -
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3 ) .
As campuses decline in size, cost of instruction per student ‘tends to rise
rapidly since only Variablevbosts~can be adjusted in the short term, while
fixed and indremental costs must apply to a smaller number of students.
Given time, a campus can adjust both its variable costs and its incremental
costs by reducing its scope (number of colleges and range of programs.)

The relationship of costs, access and,quality. (Sections A, B, C, Chap. II,

also Chapter V1) .

It is not possible to maintain quality, maintain and extend access, and
reducs costs further. -The further reduction in instructional costs for/;ﬂe
coming biennium, joined to growing student numbers, will ercde quality.

[
\ oy

-

P 4 '
Relationship of costs and quality. (Section B, Chapter. VI) o ’
’ -

' Costs per student are influenced by the student/facu}ty ratio, average class

size, and presence of effective student services such as advising and
counselling, and effective iﬁStruc;ionai support services such as libraries
and instructional materials. Wisconsin universities now have a relatively
high and growing number of students per FTE faculty member, high and

growing average class size, and declianing levels of student and instructional
sypport. Such trends, ifxconkinued, inevitably lead to erosion of quality.

. e r f", ' ' s R el ”~ A
vricrity of giality. (Scction &y prer
&

3 .

-Effective‘higher ‘edutation requifes'high prioriﬁy for qﬁglity. I1f the state

cannot support both qﬁality‘and present levels of access, then it should

choose quality and reduced access.

s

~ - .

rd

Prerequisites for effedtive long rahgé\planhing. (section A, Chapter. ¥II) o>

’ = . :
Effective long range. planning related to performance is needed by the
University System and the state:, - Such planning is -possible only if the

systeﬁ and its institutions can project with reasonable accuracy both the

enrollments targets and Ehe.respurce expectations of’ each institution on a

four year front with constant updating. The ability to do this depends on a
reasonable contractual undérstanding between the system and state government

- on performance expectations for the system,‘ihcludiﬁg numbers of students to

be taught, and the resources which could be expected to achieve those
performance expectations. : : '

\

férgeted Capacity Fundind. (Section E, Chapter IV)*

- Study in depth should be undertaken of Targeted Capacity Funding as a
., procedure for @éfining the instructional targets of the system and its
- institutions, and the -resource requirements for such targets on a four year

front. Studies should define ways of identifying the fixed costs "of units,
the incremental costs, and, the variable costs. This method would enable
projection of realistic enrollment, targets, and resource expectations for
each institution, and would permit flexible adjustment of. targets.and
expectations as annual experiéncg»warranted. o '

{ '
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11.  ‘Lefining productivity in higher education. (Section C, Chapter VI)
p Productivity in instruction is the relationship of the cost of instruction '
" - to the quantity anq quality of learning it engenders. Low cost instruction‘
‘ which produces little learning is not productive instruction. An increase:
e ~in cost accompanied by a greater increase in learning would be productive.
Across the board measurement of the productivity of human service enterprises
 is not now feasible, although in specific kinds of learning such direct '
measurement can be made. Indirect,m!isureﬂbnts can be made. ’

12. Definition and evaluation of quality. (Section D, chapter'Vl)

Quality can be defined as the quantity and quality of learning achieved,

the qualitynand quantity of the scholarly and research output, and the .
quality and quantity of the public service provided. Specific questions
.point to the kinds of evidence that can be provided as an index of the
quality of a university. Quality can be evaluated and judged.-

%, 13. Faculty/staff development and early retirement programs. (Ssec. B,C, Chap. VII) .
i . . . . . . . “‘ ‘_

R To anticipate changes in student preferences, and changing enrollments %n

i\ ' the 1980s, it would be wise to initiate a long range program of faculty -

and staff development to fit highly prepared professionals now in.employment

for new roles and positions.

. In a period of static or declining enrollment and resources, the flow of

e . ‘new persons into the faculty and stafﬁ is qreatly reduced, ° Thus, to maintain

‘ the vitality and quality of -the University, it would be wise to initiate
incegntives for early retirement. This would also help adjust faculty’ and staff \
resources to changing needs, student preferences, and new roles. Such - - \

‘s \

incentive programs would be expensive;' : ) 3

14. Consolidation of Uw-Superior and UM-Duluth (Section D, Chapter Iv)

. . = The task *force provides a status report on the feasibility study of
strengthening cooperation between UW Superior and UM guluth, including the: <

feasibility of consolidation into a single university. ‘ '

15, Consortial planning. (Section B, Chapter.v)’
. ' - N
The Western Central Wisconsin Consortium is an example of cooperative
planning by four System universities to control program duplication, share
resources, and plan new directions. Strengthening such a regional consortium
would support effectl\= system planning and performance.

. . M . '

" 16. Investment in cost-control. (Section D, Chapter V)

Investment in educational development can have long term cost benefits if-the
investment .strengthens interinstitutional planning and practice, and sets,
cost control objectives. Three areas where such investment has great
potential are: o , \

.
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_Projections using ‘the current methqedology show that enrollments
--for the system will increase for the next €ive yeare, remain above 1074-7

,-&' M .-‘. ce A N

a. interlibrary planning and service; - - .

' b. interinstitutional applications of educational technology. and

N -\
c. statewide development of external degrees- based on competence criteria. and
* individualized curricula: -Regents Statewide University seeks to
coordinate such a development with the system Unlversities pr\Viding the ’
- degrees. . .

\

o - o

‘Harketing'Wisconsin's educational resources. KBeetion c, Chapter VIII)

- The relatxonshxps betweeni the fixed costs, incremental costs, ana variable

costs.of. a campus raise -the interesting possxbxlity that it might be more ’
*economical for a state- to lower -out-of-state tuition charges for some of

its border campuses as a way to use more fully their educational capacxty than

to keep .such charges high.and the campuses. underutilized. A "break even",
analysis could develop that reducing tuitions and increasing utilization
would add litgle to direct costs while adding the economlc return from. “J
additional numbers of out—oﬁ-state students.

. <. B
L . . ' hj

Enrollment pro)ectxons through the 1980s. stSection C, Chapter I; Aopendix

Exhibits E, F, G.)

. )
. -

a4 -

levels until 1983, and decline below 1974-75 levels thereafter until. by
1992 they are 13% below the current level. This method projects enrolIiments
on the basis of the rélationship of the 18 year old populatxon 'in each
year to total institutional and system enrollments as this relationshxp .

_has deve10ped historically. ‘. .

w

‘The task force did its studies on the basis ‘of the enrollment projectxons but

underscored the utgency of maintainxng capacity for flexible response as trends N
actually emerqe.- Closxng institutions while enrollments are rising, as a.
reaction to declxnes projected 10 years from now, would be unwise, the

- -

task force observed ; : i

Ps
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EXHIBIT 5

© -~ PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

Four alternative approaches to the projection of student enrol;ments in the
University of Wisconsin System are outlined below. An overview of the basic .
methodology and the primary assumptions is provided for each alternative;

'in addition, a table of projected student enrollments in the University System
through 1992 ig appended, based upon each alternative.

' -’ 'The most optimistic enrdll&ent picture is provided by the Age Strata (Trend)

: alternative), followed in dedreasing order of optimism by the Age Strata (Con-
stant), 18 Year Old Cohort (Regént Approved), and, finally, the 18 Year Old
Cohort (Dresch Effect) methodologies. A summary of the systemwide enrollment
projection data based upon these four approaches is provided in Table 1.

4

18 Year 0ld Cohort: Regent Approved

%

This projection is based primarily upon the proportion of the state's
eighteen year old population attending the University of Wisconsin System.
- . The traditional cohort survival technique then is used to estimate the
an;}g%gﬁétd numbers of sophomores, juniors and seniors in the System. The
| . sum’ of* these separate estimates provides the total undergraduate enrollment
‘ projection for the University of Wisconsin Systenm.

' This projection is based upon one primary assumption. It is assumed that
the proportion of the eighteen year old population attending the University
~ will remain essentially constant through 1985, with a slight increase in
that proportion from 1985 to 1992. (See Table 2) v
A

0 -

Age Strata: Constant

In this approach, estimates of future enrollments are made by age group.
The sum of the estimates for all age groups provides thé total enrollment
- projection for the University of Wisconsin System. »

This projection is based upon a single primary assumption. It is assumed
that the proportions’ of the state population attending the University--
. both under and over age 23--will remain at the present level through 1990.
(See Table 3) Since the Department of Administration population projecttgns
used included data for five~year interva%g7on1y, no data are shown in the
table for 1992.

.
-
»
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» Age Strata: Trend - . e

In this approach to enrollment projectibns, estimates of future enrollments
are made by age group.” The sum across all age groups then provides the total
enrollment projection for the University of Wisconsin System.

This projection is basedvhpon two primary assumptions. First, the proportion
of the state.population im the age Broup 23 years of age and older attend-
ing the University will continue to increase, but at a decelerating rate.

" This assumption stems from the observation that this proportion has been

rising in the past several years. Second, the proportion of the eighteen
year old population attending the University will increase slightly through
1980 'and then return gradually to the 1971 level by 1990. (See Table 4)

As in the Age Strata: Constant prejections, the DOA population projections
includqd data for five-year intervals only. ot

f 18 Year 0l1d Cohort: Dresch Effect “
This projection, like the'Regent—Approved projection, is based primarily;

upon the' proportion of she state's eighteen jear old population attending

the -University of Wiscohqin.Sys;em. The traflitional cohort survival technique
then is used’ to estimate the anticipated numbers of sophomores, juniors and -
seniors in the System. The sum eof these separate estimates provides the total
undergraduate enrollment projection for the University of Wisconsin System.
This projection also is based upon a single primary assumption. It is

4

—

.assumed that the proportion of the eighteen year old population attending the

University will decline slightly through 1985, with stabilization occurring

in that proportion from 1985 through 1992. This assumption is in the spirit

of the thesis advanced by S. P. Dresch that the percentage -of the national

population seeking a traditional higher education will decline in the decades

ahead due to an ober-supply of college graduates in many fields. (See Table

5) . - i s ¢ v
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. Table 1 a
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM ENROLLMENTS |
.1974-75 ACTUAL AND 1980-1992 ESTIMATES

* ~ ¥

' 18*Year 01d Cohort: Agé Strata: - Age Strata: 18 Year 01d Cohort:
Year ’ Regent Approved Constant _Trend Dresch Effect:
ACTUAL _

1974-75 139,891 '

: | ' ESTIMATED

L 1976w 145,968 147,678 149,406 145,257

f' 1978-79 150,767 : 154,300 157,866 149,299

i 1980-81 149,653 ' 154,913 160,223 147,467

4 1982-83 . 144,279 . 154,067 "161,671 : 138,574
1984-85 135,855 153,221 163,119 127,096

. 1986-87 129,154 © 151,202 - 165,015 117,398

1988-89 130,075 148,012 .. 167,355 114,571
1990-91 = 127,618 | 144,822 - 169,696 108,812
1992-93 - 122,169 141,632 " 172,035 104,166
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Table 2 )
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN .
RESIDENT NEW FRESHMEN
Actual Fall 1968-1974 and Estimated Fall 1975-1992
N Fal Age Pool Residents Relation '
. .

1968 82,034 Y 23,732 ) 28.93
1969 187,819 25,621 2917
1970 88,941 | 25,599 28.78 )
1971 88,408 23,652 - . 26.75
972 191,570 . .~ 22,078 2.1
1973 /// 92,333 21,724 | 23.51
1974 p © 93,496 . 21,685 23.19
1975 / 06,298 23,852 ~ 21,50 ’
1976 / 95,950 22,614 23.57
1977 98,518 23,267 23.62

1978 99,493 . 23,501 23.71 ’
1979 98,435 | 23,258 23.63
1980 94,497 | 22,300 ' 23.60
1981 91,605 . 21,679 23.67
1982 - 88,910 21,099 23.73
1983 82,919 . 19,710 23.77
1984 80,412 v 19,125 . 23.78
1985 75,797 18,381 24.25
1986 74,257 18,356 | 24.72
1987 74,326 - 18,722 25.19

© 188 77,455 © T 19,875 25.66
1989 71,976 18,807 ' 26.13
1990 64,719 T 17,209 26,59
1991 61,216-e 16,565 27.06
1992 62,000-¢ 17,069 : ~27.53
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM ENROLLMENTS

) 1974 ACTUAL AND 1980-1990 ESTIMATES

Age Strata: Constant
) 1974-7% 1980 1985 1990
Age w 1t ) o : w w
AGE POOL | ENROLLMENT |RFLATION | ACE POOL | ENROLLMENT | ACE POOL | ENROLLMENT | AGE POOL | ENROLLMENT
15-19 465,110 39,456 8.483 464,400 39,396 385,200 32,677 398,500 ¢33,805°
20-24 393,660 63,569 |16.148 444,000 71,698 436,400 70,471 362,700 58,570
25-29 319,380 20,112 | 6.297 400, 800 25,239 4‘1.535' 27,783 435,100 27,399
30-34 265,670 7,036 2.648 331,200 8,17 408,300 10,813 452,600 11,987
35-39 232,740 3,582 1.539 276,300 "4,252 329,600 5,073 409,100 6,296
40-44 ' 228,270 2,319 1.016 233,500 2,3 275,400 2,808 327,900 3,
45-49, 261,340 - 1,481 0.614 221,000 1,356 230,500 1,414 273,300 1,677
s0-84 | 236,170 965 0.407 . 234,300 98 215,500 881 225,200 920
$5-64 418,720 ‘“393 0.201 432,600 | .¢'  8M 435,470 877 418,700 837
TOTAL___|[2,801,060 139,363 4.978 3,038,300 154,913 ] 3,158,500 152,797 |} 3,300,100 144,822
. Tadle & 4
" UMIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM UNDERGRADUATRE STUDENTS
‘. 1971+1974 ACTUAL AND 1980-1990 ESTIMATRS
- ) . Age Stratar Trand
Aga 1971-72 1974-23 1980-81 1983-86 1990-91
Age Pool |Enroll. (% Rel [Age !oolﬁ:.rou'.ll Ral |[Age Pool [lnrou. % Rel [Age Pool {Pnroll (X Ral ]aga Pool Fnr;u.il Rel
15-19 441,140! 44,083;: 9.99) 465,110] 39,513] 8.49¢ 464,400| 39,433 8,498 185.2"06 32,727 8.496 l’l.SOO‘ Jo.uz! 9.993
20~24 391,240 37,409]16.348| . 193,660 57,215{14.534 444,000 64,531]14.334 u/quo 63,426(14.334 362,700 ”.2“?16.16!
23-34 516.‘00 10,866 z.oqs $8%,0%0) 15,107} 2.382 732,000| 22,677] 3.098 j‘!.soo 30,701 3.614 887,700, 12.0015 3,614
3%-44] 46867,940 2,091 0.“7| 461,010 3,084 0.662 509,800 4,478 O.I/'Il 606,000] 6,630( 1,094 717.000{ I.OOJ: -,09
43-64; 884,310 1,082! 0,122, 896,230 1,861 0,208] 888,100 2,620 V,Oa"295 £81,600] 3,367] 0.382 914,200 3.592: 0.382
Totel]2,670,730] 115,331 2,801,060{116,752 3,038,300 111,739 3,158,3000134,0881 :.:oo.looTiuz.ruz
TOTAL STVDENTS
: Gradusta ' )
= &
Undergraduate Profeasional Total
, * 1971-72 115,531 18,171 133,702
. 1974-73 116,732 23,139 139,891
1980-81 133,739 26,464 160,223 .
uu:u 136,891 26,9% 163,843
1990-91 142,741 26,933 169.696¢
. 7
. ; N




Table 5

&
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM ENROLLMENTS

1971-74 ACTUAL AND 1930-1990 ESTIMATES
Eighteen Year 0ld Cohort: Dresch Effect

Q»

-

Undergraduate - Graduate Total
. 4 and
18-21 Age Pool - Emroll. Relation Professional
1971-72 347,202 115,531 33.275 ' ) 18,171 133:702
1974-75 365,807 \ 116,752  31.916 23,139 139,891_'
1980-81 390,943 121,003 .  30.952 26,464 147,467
1985-86 328,038 95,315 29.056 26,994 122,309
1990-91 288,474 81,857 28.376 26,955 108,812
1992-93 259,911 _ 77,191 29.699 26,975 104,166

-
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EXHIBIT #6

U.W. HEAD-COUNT ENROLLMENTS 1953-1974
Q.W. GPR APPROPRIATIONS* (IN 1953 DOLLARS) 1953-1974

=3

A ' L -y

1950 1955 1960 - 1965 1970 . 1975

* Excluding Pringe Benefits. . ; .
#% Students in Thousands, Dollars in Millions.
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; | EXHIBIT #7

~ ) SUMMARY REPORT
PHASE I
ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY
AND FISCAL IMPACT STUDY

»

I. Introduction

On January 8,‘1955 Governor Lucey asked the UW Syscém to prepare a
comprehensive plan for phasing out, phasing down, or:consolidating existing
centers, campuses, colleges, and programs of the System for the purposes of
helping to generate over the next four to six years the resources needed
to maintain the quality and health of the UW System as a whole.,

In response to this, a Systemwide Task Force was constituted to provide
advite and counsel to the Presidemt in preparing an appropriate response.
The Task Force was organized into four Study Committees to examine various
aspects of the System reduction issue from various perspectives. '

Interest in the economic consequences of phasing out institutions was
recognized early. Thus it was decided that economic and fiscal impact studies -
should be undertaken to provide information to the Regents and the Legislature
to provide an economic perspective for their decisions. Such studies are
not directly related to educational judgments on phase-out. However, they
are of interest in public policy decisions.

,Fér this reason, cooperation was sought from and provided by the
Department of Administration, and a joint committee was established between
state government and the Task Force to design and carry through economic
and fiscal impact studies. This is Phase I of these studies. .A second
more detailed study will follow for teporting to the Regents by September,
1975. * '

~

‘. R

This is a preliminary report of the economic and fiscal impact group.
These findings should be read as very preliminary, subject to the gathering
of more detailed data and more careful analysis of the findings. Careful
attention should be given to the qualifications and constraints described

in the detail of the preliminary report. .
N \

II. Study Organization .

4

The full membership of the joint state government task force for these
studies i{s as follows:.

Jack Huddleston, Economist, Department of Aduninistration
Hans Isakson, Assistant Director, Urban Research Center, UW-Milwaukee
Jerome Johnscn, Professor, Economics, UW-Eau Claire
William Komsi, Assistant Chancellor, UW-Milwaukee
Douglas Lamont, Senior Academic Planner, Central Administration
Guy Phillips, Economist, Department of Revenue
Ved Prakash, Professor, Urban Planning; UW-Madison
Henry Raimondo, Economist, Department of Revenue "
Monroe Rosner, Project Associate, Inst. of Env. Studies/Ag. Econ.,UW-Madison
‘Rpger Schrantz, Department of Aamigistration

- Richard Stauber, Professor, Governmental Affairs, UW-Extension
William Strang, Associate Professor, Business, UW-Madison
Phil Sundal, Economist ® Department of Business:Development
Jon Udell. Professor. Rusiness. 1W-Madison

81 ~ o
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_ The actual studies themselves are being directed and undertaken by
personnel from the UW System: . t
" . )'b( %
Hans Isakson - Economic Impact B
Ved Prakash - Fiscal Impact Study
Monroe Rosner -~ Fiscal Impact Study
. ‘Richard Stauber - Fiscal Impact Study

‘The state agency personnel are assisting in supply data and professionnl
expertise. ;

III. :Economic Impact - Study Design

The basic design of this gtudy follows a model developed for the
American Council on Education. The ACE model has been used as a basic
guide, and some departures from this model are made to better mirror particular
town-gown relationships. .

In estimating the initial or.first round economic impact of an institution
of higher education, the basic measurement criteria is to include only those
expenditures that would not have been made in the community without the
presence of the university. It is important not only to determine this
figure but also to take it apaft and examine its composition.

When viewing the economic fffects of a university, it {s convenient
to examine various relationships between sectors of the local economy and
parts of the university Most institutions can be divided roughly in two
halves: spending by the people/who make up the university community, and
spending»by the university itself. The local economy can also be divided
roughly fnto two (arts, the priyvate economy sector and the public or govern-
mental sector. The private economy of the community can be broken down into .
various expenditure categories. The public sector is composed of various '
local governments with which the university relates. All these sectors
and sub-sectors interact. AN
The study is divided into two §hqses?"“Phasé 1 which was concluded by
March 21, 1975 and Phase Il which began immediately following the completion
. of Phase I and will end August 31, 1975. Due to the stringent time constraints
upon Phase I, the results from it will not be as thorough or complete as
those of Phase II. ‘

Time limitations .on Phase I economic impact studies forced the use of
average ‘student- and staff epending patterns gathered in studies of major
universities across the nation. These average spending patterns from other
universities were then applied to specific campuses in Wisconsin, producing

. an approximation of the first round economic effects on that community.
Phase II studies, to be completed by September, will gather specific spending
information distinctive to each campus.

. Expenditures by each campus in the local area were more precisely
estimated, reflecting actual expenditures for 1973-74.

&
lCaffrey, John and Herbert H. Isaacs, Estimating the Impact of a College
or Unl!versity on the Local Economy, American Council on Education, -
* : Waahington, p. C. .1971. . .
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" recognized that only approximations of economic effects would be possible

. Baraboo. The rest 1is used to purchase commodities for retail sale, pay state

' that community can be estimated.

/. 3= - ‘ '
Preliminéry first round_fgonomic effects have been prepared for 6

four-year campuses and for.7-tyo-year campuses throughout the state.
Approximate first round egpaéﬁzc {mpact for each campus i{s shown in the

tables of the appendix.

In Phase 1I stﬁdies the first tound.economic.effects will be refined
and adjusted to reflect the effects of second and third round economic impact.

IV. Economic Impact = Study Limitations °

The Economic Impact Committee, because of severe time constraints,

in Phase I. All that could be done in the six weeks that was ‘available is a
tabulation of approximate first round economic {mpact--student spending, )
faculty and staff spending, campus purchases in the area, etc.--unadjusted
for the ripple effects of a dynamic economy. The reader should recognize

the limitations .in the Phase I studies, and that the refined economic effects
produced in the Phase LI studies may be significantly different from the
effects estimated here. ' B

There are four major limitations: first, the data used for student
spending. Time did not permit the gathering of actual student expenditures
for each of the campuses studies. Instead, an average of ‘student spending in
other economic studies (Howard University, University of Virginia, Uw-Milwaukee,
Arizona, State, University of Mississippi, Indiana University, UW-Green Bay, etc.)
was used. An average of $2,447 per.student for off-campus spending in the B
community area was used. Whether that $270 per month of f-campus spending 18
typical of Medford, Marinette, Platteville and other student spending patterns
will be studied in Phase 1I. Similarly, more specific 4information is needed
for faculty and staff spending in the community.

Second {s that expenditures in the community are not adjusted to reflect
the“dollars that are actually retained in the community economy. For example,
the appendix show3 that approximately $234,000 is spent {n retail stores-in
Baraboo by students, faculty and staff. Yet, only a part of that $234,000
is utilized to purchase labor, supplies, etc., from other businesses in °

and federal taxes,; pufchase store furnishings,and other retail store costs

from outside the local community. Phast II studies will estimate the extent

to which university spending 1is retained in the local economy. -
 Third, Phase I approximates only first round economic effects. But

there are effects beyond their direct economic impacts. as the initial dollar

{s spent and respent throughout the local economy. This multiplier increases

first round economic effects. In Los Angeles, for example, a multiplier of

2.2 was calculated--every dollar spent produced an ultimate $2.20 effect in -

the total economy. Certainly the L. A. economy {s far different from the..

Baraboo, Medford, River Falls and Superior economy--but there is an appropriate

multiplier effect of direct expenditures in their communities. The extent

of retained spendihg to be estimated in PhaSEfiT“will.also:provide data from

which a specific multiplier for each community, attuned to the economy of

1

.. The final major study limitation is that it does not estimate the transfer
of economic impact from one campus to another, chould that first campus be closed.
Students, faculty and staff who transfer to another campus will transfer all or part

. | ~83
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of their associated economic as well. To the extent that this occurs the

cloging of a campus rearranges the Wisconsin economy, but the economic impact »
is not lost to the statewire economy. Transferability of economic impact

was not measured in these Phgse 1 studies, but will be estimated in the

Phase II studies. . : ‘ -

V. Economic Impact - Preliminary Findings

Approximate first round economic effects for each of the thirteen campuses°

studies are -available in detailed form in the technical reports. Attached -

as an appendix to this summary report 'is a one page summary of the primatr

economic effects for each campus. This section explains the effects shown :
for one campus, Marshfield, to help the reader understand the appenqﬁﬁ ¢

[

The UWC-Marshfield/Wood County has 394 students and 45 faculty and staff.
ing the $2,477 per student assumed spending average, and the assumption

that 78% of faculty and staff salaries are spent in the Marshfield area
{ties, a total of $752,000 is annually expended in the Marshfield

'area.\ Again using national averages, $752,000 is categorized into $30,000

for retail sales, $181,000.for rent and mortgages, and $270,000 for miscellaneous
services. As a proportion of the total Marshfield area economy, $752,000 Co
is 00.17% of the area's total economy.

includes about $8,000 for wholesale trade——about 00.002% of the total area's .
wholesale trade, some $27,000 for miscellaneous gervices--about 00,080 of
the total sreé\miécellaneoué services, and $3,000 for manufacturing expenditures.

Cﬁmpuéégxpenditures in the Marshfield area totaled $38,000. This

Using nac;;hal averages, the checking and savings balances of students,
faculty, and staff are estimated to be $269,810-fabout 00.15% of all checking

_and _savings balances in the Marshfield area.

Finally, UWC-Marshfield/Wood employs fbrﬁy-five faculty and staff. That

. represents 00.40% of the total Marshfield area employment of 11,350.

Similar summaries of the preliminary first round economic effects are
fncluded in the appendix for UWC-Baraboo/Sauk County, UWC-Barron County,

. UWC-Marinette County, UWC-Medford, UWC-Richland, UWC-Rock County, UW-Green Bay,

UwW-Parkside, UW-River Falls, UW-Stevens Point, and UW-Superior.

VI. Fiscal Impact - Study Design

A second major aspect of the economic impact of closing instiiutions
{s the effect on the public financeés of the campus community. That-is the
subject of the Fiscal Impact CommitXee. :

Because of the -two-phased approagh to the problem, the researchers

chose to study only two UWS institutiong at the outset. The. intention-was

to develop and test a methodology which could be applied to additional
campuses for the Phase II report. In the meantime, certain broad generalizations

- may be drawn about .the fiscal impact of phasing down other UWS institutions.
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Local government finance in-Wisconsin is extremely complex;  a consequence
of a myriad of programs of aids, shared taxes and in lieu payments. These
state financial programs tend to substantially moderate and compensate for
direct fiscal impacts. Mﬁteover; there are few points of fiscal interaction
between the campus and the community. For these reasons, the‘ﬁiﬁcal‘impacts
of closing a UWS institutidn are modest. They are more modest than impacts

upon population and the-loca} economy generally.

o - , ; o . ‘

For both case studies, UW-Stevens Point and UW Center-Richland, the -
fiscal effect of closing the campuses ,ig,réviéwed in this way: . the effect
on city, county and school district expenditures is estimated; revenue
changes from-a campus closing were estimated; and the effects of state aids
and shared taxes were estimated, also. These -fiscal impacts were then
translated into net effects on the property tax liability for the typical
property owner. X 4 ‘ |

VII. Fiscal Impact - Preliminary Findings

For the City of Richland Center, it was estimated that revenues would

declife by $28,000 in the initial year after the closing, primarily from

er sales by the municipal electric and other utilities. Expenditures

1d be reduced by $26,000, primarily in municipal utility costs. Under
one set of assumptions made by the researchers, school district costs would )
have a net zero effect, i.e., a $24,000 reduction in costs and a $24,000
reduction in state school dids. -Richland County, the owner of the campus
facility, would need to expend $80,000 to maintain the facility on a standby,
unoccupied basis. If the campus facility could be used for another public
purpose, then those maintenance costs could be charged against that alternative
use. If the campus facility is unoccupied, the county would need to spend
$80,000 per year to maintain it, and property taxes would rise by.$.54 per
$1,000. In subsequent years as the impact of the formulas for state aids ‘
and shared taxes is fully felt, then there is the possibility that the average —

fiscal impact would be an increase in property taxes of approximately 2.5%,

half of which is attributed to the $80,000.

-

UW-Stevens Poinc is a much larger, more dominant campus, and fhe»fiscal

- impact of closing that campus is much more difficult to estimate. For the

City of Stevens Point, it is estimated that revenues would decline by
$410,000 in the initial year after closing, half of which is due to reduced

‘per capita state tax sharing. Initial year expenditures would decline by’

$370,000. Portage County finances would be affected by a $55,000 loss of

per capita shared taxes, declines ip federal revenue sharing, and increased

costs for county services attributable to-the closing (e.g., hiring more

case workers). It is anticipated that the reduction in state school aids

would be offset by declines in school district costs; thus, the-impact on .
the mill rate for school purposes would be neutral. -

A central factor in the fiscal impact of the closing of UW-Stevens Point
1s its effect on the Stevens Point real estate market. If the 39% population
decline acted to lower property values, then property tax rates would have

to be increased to maintain current service levels. One hypothesis posed -

in the study is that :esidential property values in Stevens Point would !
decline by 20%, representing a 10% overall reduction in the value of property :
in the city, and an 8.5% reduction in the property value in the school district.
1f that did occur, property taxes could increase by 20% in the initial year,
stabilizing at about 11-12% higher in later years. ' ‘

’
3

85




- . - . . -6- . . v .
N . .
1N

Phase I studies did not thoroughly evaluate the effects of éappus
closings on the community real estate market. The effect on property values
is a key determiner of prope'ty tax 1mpact, and will be more thoroughly

studied, 1n Phase II.

VIII. Summary ‘ ' '\

. Once more it must be reiterated that economic and fiscal impact studies

are not directly related to educational judgments on pahse-out, but are of
interest in public policy decisions. Those making major public policy decisions
should have accurate economic and fiscal impdct data for assistance in making
those decisions. To that’end, the joint group is proceeding with-'a more
detailed and refined Phase II of the studies.
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: ' . UW-GREER_BAY )
P ' PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC KFVFCTS
. SCudentL_Faculty and Staff Exi:en’di:ures : \,,/
* ] Percent of Area
A . o ‘ o _ Amount-- ., Total Economy
: " Retall Stores ‘ '$3,762,000 ’ . «54%
/~ -, Rent and Mortgages. & 2,185,0q0 ——-- ‘v
; Miscellaneous:Service ’ 3,328,000 came
N \‘ , ., - . " A\
- Total - . $9,275,000 1,19% ' .
. Local Insti-tucional. Expenditures ' h
I . ' : . Percent _of Aréa
» - Amount Total Economy
f
Ongoing fxpenditurés , ' « ' . '
- * .
.o Wholesale Trade $ 256,000 L .03%
Miscellaurous ' o, 385,0003 48% i
. '.'-ﬁlﬁl - \ ) . (,u"/.
Madufacturing - .7 . 25,000 -
.- . tetal - $ 666,000
' coustructien 1l§xpen,d1tures.' © $1,990,000 g
N : o ) . ¢ ’ -~ v * »\ . :, .
Checking and Saving Balances . T ' g , I Y 4 )
.In_s.tl-r_uclonal, Stmfen_t, Fkac.ul.cy\ ',- o s ' -
. and Staff Accouats . | - /‘ 42,934,683 -' L L
Percent of Total Atveaz . T2, s o _ "
’ . . . , ) ] :0 . . . . . } "
Employment -~ to- ‘ ) ’ L .’ .
e ¢ ¢ . ,l . \ & \ . ’ f '
W-Green Bay EmP,loymcnc SN ¥ - ’ ‘e |
' L. ARt : |
. ' ' e ~ » Lo .
Percent of Total Area 9% . S ? ‘ “ki;’
i ’ . . B
v ,)'Aren_ includes all sminlcipalities within 30 miles of campus, ¢ : ’ \
200e9 not include visitors' 'spending 6f‘$69,000.’
Joes not include minimum maintenance costs of $218,000.' . ) .
. o8y .

¢ t




l4-PARKS IDE

'

\

Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

b4

- o

Retail Stores

) Rent and Mortgages

\

Miscellaneous Service

'
-

41'0 tal

Local nscicdciona1'Eprnditureé

,

’

Ongoing hxpendtcures
Wholesale Trade .
Miscellancous

Manufacturing

Tatal

Construction Expenditures

Checking and Saving Balances

Institutional, Student, Faculty
"and Staff Accounts .

2

Percent of Total Area

’ Employment ' . O
t

Wi -Parkside Employment

Percent of Total Area

Amount
$3,165,000
1,875,000

a

2,830,000%

~ $7,870,000

Amount

§ 245,000

696,000

3

25,000

.
——————————

' 966,000

$1,314,000

$3,746,573

447

~

500

CLs%

' znoei‘noc {nclude visitors' spending of $69,000.

!
3Doel

f .

( PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFEECTS

2}

lArea includesfnll municipalities within 30 miles of campus.

not include mini&um maincenance=cbaca of $i&1,000: i

-

1
Percent of Area
Total Economy

a57%

1.29%

Pgrcenc of A;ea
Total Economy

«05%
1.20%
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UW-PLATTHVILLE

>

PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECTS

‘student, Faculty and Staff Expenditurcs

° >

. R .1
Percent of Area

p Amouut " _. Total Economy
Retail Stores . $ 4,505,000 - © 3.54%
Rent and Mortgages o ' ‘2,686,000 ’ 8 C eees
Miscellaneous Service ' 4,042,0002 -—e-
. | . | ‘ '
- . Total $11:§;3,000 8.19%

*7

Local Institutional Expenditures = )

B

. Percent of Area
, ' & ' : . ° - Amount Total Economy

4/0ngogng Expenditures ,

-

. ¢ ‘ . Wholesale Trade $\ 100,000 .07%.
Miscellanenus - B _'13_36,0003 . ' 3.30%
- 3 , Mnnufactgglng - "~ ' _143,600
Total / ) | $ 972,000
. . %
' Cong;ructinn Lxpendityres $ ' 0
- Checking and taving Balances h‘ '{
- Instlt;txoual. Student, Fatulty .
and staff Qccounts ' | $ 2,183,061
) . ~ Percent of TPtnl“Area | | 1,317 i
N " Emp l:oxment': ' ‘ r~
Uw-Platﬁevi11e\5mploymegt | 574
. . . Percent of Total Area 10.2%

1Area anludesfall mmicipalities within 30 miles of campus,

2Does not lngludé visitors' spending of $69,000.

IDoes not include minimum maintenance costs of $393,000.

wh
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PREJ.IMINARY FIRSMC ROUND ECONOMIC BFFECES

Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures o

. 4.\ S o . ' : Percent of Area1
. ) ) Amount __TOCal Economy -
Retail Stores |  '§ 4,813,000 .93%
Rent and Mortgages ‘\. 2,899,000 ' ' eee
' ﬁiéce}langdus‘Service 4,343,0002 ) cene
- /
“Total | _ §12,055,000 2,207

Local Institutional Expenditures

> ' ST Percent of Area

Amount Total Economy

J

-

Ongoing Expenditures

Wholerale Trade. $ 753,000 : . +06%

S A S e AT T T NIRRT wk R T
»

Miscellhnpnua ,383'0003 i 1.17%
- ﬁnnufactur(ng . . 30,000 ’
] , \
Total ( $ 1,166,000
édﬁstructlén Expenditures $ 6,000 . ,

Checking 'and Saving Balances

Institutional, Student, Faculty

- and Staff Accounts $ 1,850,686 | | )
| Percent of Total Area | ' 'I,SSZ .
W-River Falls Employment 584
Percent'of fotal Areaﬁ T . %2.5%

.

1Area includes all mun{cipalities within 30 miles of caﬁpus}
('f .

2Docs not include visitors' spending of $69,000.

QDoes not include minimum maintenance costs of $341,000.

.90
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’ W -STEVENS_POINT o ;

I

. PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECIS

-

Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

.u ' - ’ . o ! 1
SR . ' v Percent of Area
' Amount Total Economy
Retail Stores E $ 8,968,000 ‘ Ly
Rent and Mortgages i ' 5,&26,000 .o,
Miscellaneous Service - 8,112,0002 L
Total ' $22,506,000 3.25%

Local Institutional Expenditures

[ R ' Percent of Area
Amount Total Economy
Ongoing Expenditures ‘
Wholesale Trade $ 533,000 R 067 .o
Mlsc%élanoﬁus i 506,0003 LI
Manufactur ing g 109,000
. ‘
Total | $ 1,148,000 .
éonstrgctinn Expenditures $ 9,000
’ Checking and Saving Balances | ’
? Institutional; Student, Féculty . ,
3 and Staff Accounts $ 3,601,352 . .
o % Percent‘of Total Area . 1.217%,

Emp loyment
.
~ , tW-Stevens Point Employment 97)

Percent of Total Area 7.3%

lAren includes all municipalities within 30 miles of campus,

Zhoes not include visitors' spending of $69,000,

Jpoes not include minimum maintenance costs of $526,000,

91 ,
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UWTSUPEELQQ-
{~\\‘ . ’ PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECTS
. X - o .
Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

. 1
Percent of Area

Amount ° Total Economy
: . Retail Stores (- . © $ 2,689,000 . . «59%
’ Rent and Mortgages ’ " 1;56%,000 B ~ie-
Miscellaneous Service 2;381,0002- “---
- Total . © § 6,634,000 1,367

: /
Local Institutional Expenditures

Percent of Area

Amount Total Economy
g \Qngolng Expend{tures
Wholerale Trade .$ 213,000 ) . +05%
Miscellancous . R | 128,0003 i «35%
Mnnuf;éturing 16,000 ’ )
Total =+ $ 357,000
Conatructinn Expenditures $ | 8,000
Checking and Saving Halances |
Institutional, Student, Faculty
and Staff Accounts .$ 1,970,530
Percent of Total Area ) 1.57% ‘
Emp loyment | f
Uw-Superlor Employmént ‘ 444 .
Percent of Total Area 4,.9%
1

Area includes all municipalities withln 30 miles of campus, :
2poes not include visitors' spending of $69,000. . -
Ipoes not include minlmum maintenance cogté of $245,000,

2

t
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MC-BARABOO/SAUK COUNTY

. PREL.TMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECTS

@

Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

'

1

Retail Stores
Rent and Mortgages
Miscellaneous Service

-

, Total

Local Institutional Expenditures

Ongoiﬁéféiﬁéhdltﬁrei'
wWwholesale Trade
Miscellaneous

Manufacturing

Construction Expenditures

Checking and Saving Balances

Institutional, Student, Faculty

‘and Staff Accounts
u '

Percent of Total Area

Employment

WC-Baraboo/Sauk Employment

Percent of Total Area

o 1
Percent of*Area .-

Amount Total Economy

$ 234,000 L26%

140,000 . &

- n

2
210,000

f_____-__

$ 584,000 o '58% -

.. ". Percent of Area

Amount Total Econowmy

-

$ 4,000
3

.01%
49,000 45%

4,000

—————————

3 57,000

$ 0 ‘
/
$ 195,754

.09%

37

5%

lArca {ncludes all mumicipalities within 30 miles of campus.

2Does not include visitors' spending of $34,500.

3M£nimum maintenance costs have beenreafi

mated to be $60,000;

33

4
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. B , " UWC-BARRON COUNTY

PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECTS

. v

Student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

: N , -
] : - , Percent of Area
o . _ Amount " Total Economy

B . Retail Stores . '$ 444,000 ) 5o
. Rent and Mortgaé?p ‘ . 264,006 ' o= )
. Miscellanequs Servlée _ 33830062 ) -,-;
Total R $1,106,000 o 1am
“Local Institutional Expenditures : .
t i o ;ercenc of Area
" Amount . Total Economy
. ' - 0ng91ng Expend{tures . ' - G
. Wholesale Trade “'§ 16,000 L Lo
Miscellancous | 66,000?' | | 1131
Magufacturing ' 5,000
' Total | $ 81,000 ,)
Construction Expenditures $ "0
Checking and Saving Balances
Institutional, Student, Faculty 2 :
and §ca£f Accounts $ 324,650
) Percent of Total Area - .24,
) Emglozmenc\ o /
| UWC-Barron County Employment T 49 | ( .
. Percent of Total Area ‘ T
I
| -

Area includes all municipallclel within 30 miles of campus,
2Doel not include viélxbrc' spending of $34,500,

3 Minimun maintenance costs have been estimated to be $107,000.

\ »;94 - - '~
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- UWC-MARINETTE COUNTY

PRELIMINARY FIhSTfROUND ECONOMLIC EFFECTS

student, Faculty and Staff Expenditures

R ' » ' : Percént of Area

_ Amouut Total Econumy -
f:‘ Retail Stores v $ 254,000 ' .26%
;
% Rent and Mortgages . 14;;000 ) / I adaa o .
'ﬂiscqllﬂneOug Service . o 224,0002 | . N .
: u . ﬁ e
- Total $ 625,000 | .58%
| Local_lnstitutional Expenditures ‘ ' ,
' ; Percent of Area
Amount Total Economy
Ongoing Expenditures ‘ Lo 7
5
wholesale Trade ‘e $ 15,000 .03%
' Miscellanecus _18,0003 . oW1 v
Maéuéncturing | . ‘ 3,000 / <
" fotal ’ ' $ 36,000 '
ConSCFQCtion FExpenditures | $ 0 ’ I R .
. . Checking anq Saving Balances » . Q o
| Institgtionﬁl. Student,‘Faculty
and staff Accounts $ 211,043 , g
percent of Total Area \ ' .31%
Eméloiment ‘ - ‘ o )
. MC-Marinette County Employmeant ° 41 '
. Percent of To}nl Atea ‘ .5%
. | ~
] 1Atea includes all mnnlcipaf¥t1cs within 30 mfiles of campus, *
20es not include visitors' spending of $34,500.

. ‘3M1nlmum maintenance costs have been estimated to be $77,000,

’ , o . , " . 95 _, _
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; _ UNC-MARSHFIELD/NOOD COUNTY , L.
E ' PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC EFFECTS : ~
" gtudent, Faculty and Staff Expenditures / )
. v - -w' . o ' - 1
o - ot ' ¢ Percent of Area
Amount Total Economy
; . — . — —
Retail Stores T $ 301,000 .08%
. A ¢
Rent and Mortgages ) 181,000 -———
3 M
Miscellaneous Service ' 270,0002 . -
~~ \ : ) N )
Total $ 752,000 ' 177
{ - ‘ .
| Local Institutional Expenditures . \ ’
; ’ ‘ . Perceant of Area
’ // Amount Total Economy
Ongoing Expenditures "L . i} S y .-
vg 8 P -
) wholesale Trade : $ 8,000 .002%
Misce llananus v 27,0000 .080%,
Manufacturing : . .o 3,000
- : y
Total . $ 38,000
. . ) 4
Construction Expenditures $ - 0 ‘ ' ~
Checking and Saving Balances '
| B I'nstttutional.’ Student, Faculty . |
and Staff Accounts $ 249,810 )
. Percent of Total Area B ‘ «15%
. Employmept ‘ ‘ . k . >
»
. WC-Marshfield/Wood Employment . 45 , -
Percent of Total Area | . ¢on , .
y 1A'rea includes all municipalities within 30 milq,s of cawpus. . -
. ’ * : o ’ .
2Doe‘s not include visitors' spending of $34,500. "
3M1n1mun"\ maintenance costs have been estimated to he '$92,000. - .
\ ¢, ~
) ' , . ., AN
O . . K ¢ . L - v . k

| - 96 -

4 §
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&

UWC-MEDFORD

~gtudent, Faculty and’Staff Expend i:turcs
, ) ;
-

cotail stores ., § 105,000 .03%,
Re#t dnd ﬁortgagcé. 62,000h .-
' Miscellaneth-Servi;; 94,0002 -——
L4 . ,—__—_—_—-
) Total * " § 261,000 : y_.'o9'7.
Local Institutiondﬁ Expenditures - - I
' SRR et
amour:
i Ongoing Expeud&ﬂures . ) _ .
Wholesale Trade’ § 4,000 " ,0001%
- ’ '. uiscéllannnns ,13,0003 . - ;6600%
o
» Hanufnctuéiug -i~l 1,000 -
-
focn\ ‘ $ 18,000
: bod;tructian Eipcnditures $ 0
! Checking and Savingﬁghlances '
{ ] Institutional, SiQdent, Faculty ‘ ’ ’ :
i ~ and staff Accounts ' - $ 112,780
Percent of Total Area i 207
Emp loyment _ $
~ic-Med ford Employmeht 24 o .
;' , Percenﬁ of Total Area .6%5 “
l. ‘ - ) . |
lArea includes all mnn{clﬁalitiés within 30 mi{?é of campus. ' - B

PREJIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC LFFECTS - .

pPercent of Area
Total E€onomy

2pges not include visitors' spending of $34,500.

3 Minimum inai.ntenamI

N

e costs have Been est

jmated to be $33,000.

- 97
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. ‘ : UHC-RICHLAND CENTER

PRELIMINARY FIRST ROUND ECONOMIC LFFECTS

:

) B -
© . i

-

Student, Faculty and Staff.ggpéndltures . , i". . | -
‘ ‘ ! . .Y - ngcent of Areé1
’os e - Amount o TOCaleconomy
Retail Stores s 248,000. 7 s
Rent and Mortgages ‘ i 148,000 . ———- e
MiscellaneousJService. . ; 223,0002 . T wene T
Total T $ . 619,000 . 1.907

1}

Local Institutional Expenditures

, . Percent of Area

. , - Amount . Total Economy
Ongoing Expenditures . | <@ .
Wholesale Trade : *s 4,000 N .82%
.Miscéllaneous ‘ 25,0003 " ' 1,00{
Manufacturing . . 4;000, ' />
T Total ' ~§$ 34,000
3 - ) o
Construction Expenditures : $ . 0
Checking and+Saving Balances‘
Institutional, Student, Faculty
and Staff Accounts ’ $ 186,582
Percent of Total Avea | _ . 247,
! Employment ' ' _ .
UWC-Rickland Center Employment 32
) . . * >
Percent of Total Area ? T 1.2%
* ,- ’ ‘ , ' . : o

laorea includes all municipalities withia 30 ‘miles of compus.

ZQO s not include visitors' spending of $34,500.

>

' 3IMin maintenance costs have been'estimated to be $78,800.

98
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L\ i (C-ROCK COUNTY.
5' ‘ PkELIMINARY FIRST ROUND‘ECONbMIC EFFECTS
by student, Faculty and staff Expen{itgres _ PR ) )
| Percénc,of Areh
i 'Aggggg Total Economy
i Retail Stores | T $ ,311,600 «10%
' ?' ] ' Rent and Mortgages | . ’ 184,060’ ———
Jé Miscellaneous Service - | 277,000 ; . f— )
' , S
Total - ° - § 772,000 ‘ ) 25%
Local Instit;tional Expenditures ’ . 3 -
o ‘ . Percent of Area
. Amount Total Economy
\ Ongoing Expendituces
Wholesale Trade | $ 7,000 | - .005%
Miscellanccus 35,0003 | _. | .14bx'
o " Manufactucing : 3,000 .
‘Total s § 45,000 )
_Constructloen Expenditureg ' ) $ " 0
, 'Checking'and faving Baiaﬁces ' ) o t
A ingtitutioual, student, Faculty
and Staff Accounts $ 419,108 . |
~ Percent of Total Ateca ’ .0§%~ ) | . s J
mgloxmént o ’ ‘ s '
{(WwC-Rock County Employment o 54 . / ' 2 ‘ >
percent of Total A;ea T , A% ’

1Area includes all mnnlbipalitiés within 30 miie; of cawmpus.
2Does not include visitors' spending oI $34, 500.

) IMinimum maincénance costs haqg been eacimated to be $71,460.

99 -




| TABLE I-1 R R
SUMMARY OF LOCAL FIRST ROUND SFENDING AT SELECTED UW SYSTEM CAMPUSES - - : _: L s -
- B | » : .. ‘ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - ‘
Green Bay Parkside Pla steville ' River Falls Stevens Foint = Superior
.+ All municipalities ‘ B : ' . - EPRE -
within 30 miles . K : R .
>of the campus $12,000,195 . $10,219,792  $11,879,808  $13,296,222  $23,733;672 $ 7,065,955
Percent spent in: | S ' . . |
‘Retail Sector 3, N ’ ¥ 38 38 '
Wholesale Sector 2 -2 1l ’ 6 o 2 \ ' 3 - ;
‘ L. : : s . T , |
Bervices Sector 50 * 54 - 60 . fo 58 59 ! » 59 '3
! Manufacturing . R - ' L ‘ : . . | .
a Sector . TR TR 1l m .’ " TR . B i ‘
. . ) ’ C . . . s ‘ - . . - |
- Construction ' 17 h o 13 (o} TR i TR _ TR O
' Sgctoivinflgenced | o ) L o - | o f
the most (percent . ) o _ 3 |
of sector's total : v S . .
activity accounted Sérvices = - Services . Sexvices Services Services Services |
‘for by the campus) (7.58) (9.uk) -(70.01) _ (23.50) (19.92) . - (11.41) ;
Municipality in L . | , | v B
which the campys - . - . T . o , S
18 located $10,622,796  $ 4,483,322 $ 8,761,540  $ 9,309,673  $17,761,392 $ 5,317,175 g
/f"" - R - . . % ’ Y
-1iess than 14 /

Sources: Tables 9 and 10 fot‘each campus.




TABLE I-2 .

. : . . e v .
! ) . SUMMARY OF LOCAL FIRST ROUND SPEN)ING AT SELECTED UW SYSTEM CAMPUSES «

3

S » _UNVERSITY OF WISCONSIN CENTERS ’ ' :
Baraboo Barron Morinett: Marshfield Medford Richland Center Rdtk County -

° I

All municipalities

-

within 30 miles C | . -
of.the campus . : $-615,267 $1,114,048 § 618,812 $ 732,820 % 279,u2 $ 760,76k
Percent spent in: /i:> o ' '
\ ' . \ ‘ . ! . ’ . . :
Retail Sector . 38 . 4o . S bl : 38 4o . oy "39
/ o o _ . . :
. Wholesale SEctor 1 1. -2 1. 1 1 1
~ . L ,
Services Séctor 60 58 © 56 57 . 61 T, 58 59 \
Manufacturing | ' . ~ . ! : . . - v
Sector ' D | R 1 1 TR -1 ’ 1
Construction ‘ '_?;0 ' 0 . o . \\~“‘~o ] o - 0, . 0
Sector influenced o o ' ' '
-he most (percent ' ) . .
of sector's total = ] ’ . ) ' . _

‘ activity accourted Services Services Services Services Services  Services Services -
for by the campus)  (3.uk) (12.25) (4.12) (1.35) (0.80) ~(13.67) (1 77) ‘
Municipality in . s ’ ' ' ‘ 4 T L

o, which the canpus , oo SN o - ;1; .
is located $ 318,267 $ 669,544 ~$ 380,870 $ 639,133 § 229,278 $ L59,7u2 $ l‘5‘3’ob'57 .

‘ | ‘
| Y
liess than 1% , . .
our | : 103"
. Sources: Tables 9 and 10 for each’ campus. 3 . - ) - RS

’ < .
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